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ABSTRACT 


This  study  assesses  the  current  methodology  for  studying  potential  Army 
realignment  actions  and  recommends  a  system  for  tracking  actions  once  they  are 
implemented*  Based  on  literature  search,  tracking  of  past  actions,  and  sur¬ 
veys  of  Informed  experts,  the  current  Army  realignment  study  process  was  rated 
very  highly  and  found  in  need  of  only  a  few  minor  improvements.  The  major 
recommendation  was  to  replace  the  quarterly  status  report  system  with  an  after 
action  report  requirement. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


This  study  was  conducted  by  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Engineer 
Studies  Center  at  the  request  of  the  Director  of  Management  under  the  spon¬ 
sorship  of  the  Army  Management  Division  and  a  Study  Advisory  Group  of  prin¬ 
cipals  and  subject  matter  experts.  The  primary  purpose  of  this  study  was  to 
assess  the  current  methodology  for  studying  potential  Army  realignment  actions 
and  to  recommend  an  appropriate  system  for  tracking  actions  once  they  are 
implemented.  The  Management  Directorate  was  concerned  that  it  needed  to  vali¬ 
date  its  study  process  and  to  institute  a  means  of  continuously  recording  such 
corroborative  data. 

The  study  effort  encompassed  a  comprehensive  literature  search  to  define 
the  process  and  its  evolution,  tracked  several  previously  implemented  actions 
from  the  study  phase  through  implementation,  and  surveyed  interested  parties 
to  unearth  trends  and  real  world  insights  to  data  usage.  The  result  was  a 
highly  favorable  rating  for  the  current  Army  realignment  study  process  with  a 
few  minor  fine-tuning  recommendations  pertaining  to  methodology.  The  major 
recommendation  was  a  proposed  overhaul  of  the  tracking  system. 

ESC  proposes  that  the  current  requirement  for  quarterly  status  reports  be 
replaced  with  an  after  action  report.  That  report  would  compare  the  original 
projection  of  realignment  costs  and  savings  with  the  actual  one-time  cost  data 
and  also  would  generate  a  revised  estimate  of  recurring  costs  and  savings.  A 
salient  feature  is  that  the  after  action  report  should  match  the  data  cate¬ 
gories  originally  presented  in  the  case  study  justification  folder  documenta¬ 
tion  on  which  the  realignment  decision  was  based.  Another  feature  of  ESC*s 
recommendation  is  that  it  places  a  minimal  burden  on  MACOM  and  installation 
personnel  in  report  preparation. 

Analysis  of  the  current  process  and  the  factors  that  drive  it  indicated 
that  there  was  no  requirement  for  quarterly  data  at  the  HQDA  level  or  even  at 
the  MACOM  or  installation  levels.  Relevant  data  pertain  more  to  meeting  mile¬ 
stone  schedules  than  to  meeting  any  arbitrarily  scheduled  quarterly  resource 
commitments.  Collection  of  data  during  the  implementation  is  a  key  deter¬ 
minant  of  the  accuracy  of  the  after  action  information.  Requiring  quarterly 
reports  is  one  way  of  ensuring  that  the  data  are  collected  along  the  way,  but 
the  cost  of  preparing  such  frequent  reports  seems  excessive.  Imposing  the 
requirement  and  emphasizing  its  importance  is  a  reasonable  and  more  efficient 
alternative. 

Information  utility  was  the  factor  which  ultimately  persuaded  ESC  of  the 
desirability  to  produce  only  one  actual  expenditure/revised  estimate  report. 
ESC  investigated  the  prior  usages  for  realignment  summary  reports  and  queried 
principals  at  all  levels.  Their  replies  indicated  that  quarterly  or  even 
annual  reports  to  HQDA  would  not  elicit  revised  decisions,  changes  in  MACOM  or 
installation  plans,  or  adjustments  in  resource  allocations.  Decisions  of  a 
controlling/ implementing  nature  are  supported  by  installation  and  MACOM 
schedule  slippages.  These  are  already  accommodated  within  the  current 
methodology.  Thus,  historical  and  public  relations  aspects  of  realignments 
are  the  only  major  reasons  for  more  frequent  comparisons  with  pre-decision 
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projections.  A  one-time,  after  action  report  will  best  and  most  efficiently 
fulfill  these  requirements*  Any  progress  reports  or  Interim  Information  that 
Is  required  by  HQDA  can  best  be  gathered  by  telephone  or  message  communication 
with  the  MACOM  or  their  Implementation  team  that  is  on-site. 
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ARMY  BASK  REALIGNMENT  METHODOLOGY 


1.  Purpose.  This  report  preseats  the  results  of  an  ESC  review  of 
Department  of  the  Army  procedures  for  estimating  and  monitoring  costs  and 
savings  associated  with  CONUS  Array  base  realignments,  reductions,  and  clo¬ 
sures-^  The  review  was  conducted  for  the  Director  of  Management,  Head¬ 
quarters,  Department  of  the  Army  (see  tasking  directive  at  Annex©). 

2.  Scope.  The  study  plan  was  published  in  November  1980.—  Initially, 

the  plan  called  for  ESC  to  conduct  a  three-phase  study  (see  Figure  1  for  the 
original  schedule  and  phasing)  to  culminate  in  a  draft  report  in  July  1981. 
However,  based  on  information  acquired  during  the  early  part  of  the  study,  ESC 
requested  and  received  approval  of  the  request  to  rescope  the  project  (i.e., 
12  February  1981  SAG  approval  and  18  February  DM  approval.  Under  the 

revised  scope  (see  Figure  2  for  revised  study  schedule),  the  project's  analy¬ 
sis  and  synthesis  phases  were  abbreviated  and  the  due  date  for  the  draft 
report  was  moved  up  to  mid-May  1981.  The  main  goal  of  the  initial  project — to 
develop  an  improved  realignment  tracking/monitoring  system — was  retained  in 
the  briefer  effort.  Some  anticipated  intermediate  project  phases  and  products 
were  dispensed  with.  The  research  clarified  the  problem  and  revealed  a 
healthier  and  more  responsive  realignment  study  process  than  had  been  ini¬ 
tially  anticipated. 


1 J  Throughout  the  balance  of  this  report,  the  word  "realignment”  will  be 
used  for  brevity  to  describe  all  actions  related  to  realignments,  reductions, 
and  closures. 

2 J  DA,  USAGE,  OCE,  ESC,  Study  Plan  for  Army  Base  Realignment  Methodolo¬ 
gies.  (Abbreviated  to  ESC  Study  Plan  in  subsequent  references.) 

y /  DA,  OCSA,  DM,  SAG  Meeting  Minutes,  Army  Base  Realignment  Methodolo¬ 
gies  (memo). 
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REVISED  STUDY  SCHEDULE 


gure 


3.  Background. 

a.  Closure  history.  Realignment  of  Army  bases  is  an  on-going  pro¬ 
cess  which  occurs  in  peacetime  and  is  particularly  evident  following  termina¬ 
tion  of  conflicts.  Since  World  War  II,  the  total  number  of  Army  major  instal¬ 
lations  has  been  reduced  from  about  600  to  about  120.  Prior  to  1961,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  made  the  final  decisions  on  inac t ivating/excessing 
installations.  Since  then,  the  situation  has  become  much  more  complex — the 
D00  and  Congress  play  a  larger  role  in  the  decision-making  process,  and  there 
have  been  many  different  causes  for  Inquiry  into  potential  major  realignments. 

(1)  There  have  been  numerous  studies,  task  forces,  and  "hit 
lists"  produced  in  the  20  years  between  1961  and  1981  These  have  resulted 
in  many  installation  realignment  actions.  Figure  3  shows  the  evolution  of 
these  actions  in  general  terms  without  addressing  individual  installations. 

(2)  The  intense  realignment  activity  Indicated  in  Figure  3  for 
the  1960 fs  was  prompted  by  OSD  Impetus  and  a  series  of  major  realignment 
studies  (e.g«,  Project  71,  the  Metropolitan  Area  Study,  Plan  for  Use  of  Major 
Active  Army  Troop  Installations,  Project  55c,  Projects  III-J  and  III-K,  Army 
Supply  and  Maintenance  System  Study,  The  Future  of  the  Arsenal  System  Study, 
The  Ammunition  Depots  and  Terminals  Study,  General  Supply  Storage  Sites  Study, 
Study  of  Division  Training  Bases,  and  the  Study  of  Array  Training  Center 
Installations.  Figure  3  shows  that  between  1961  and  1971  there  were  903 
potential  actions  announced  as  being  under  study  or  being  implemented.  Obvi¬ 
ously,  there  were  many  duplicate  announcements  during  this  period  and  many 


4 f  DOD,  OSD  and  DA,  SA,  Base  Closure  Announcements. 

5/  DA,  ODCSLOG,  Dir  of  Instl,  Mgt  Div,  Bibliography  of  Major  Installa¬ 
tions  Studies. 
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restudy  and  status  quo  decisions.  Never theless ,  the  number  of  major  Army 
ins taL iat ions  was  reduced  steadily  during  this  10-year  period. 

(3)  The  decade  of  the  1970 rs  brought  approximately  20  percent 
fewer  announcements  pertaining  to  realignment  actions.  After  the  Vietnam  Con¬ 
flict  and  as  a  result  of  pressures  to  demilitarize,  the  Army  began  a  program 
of  realignments;  the  justification  was  based  on  reduced  workload,  increased 
operational  efficiency,  and  budgetary  prudence. 

(a)  The  1973  Project  CONCISE  sought  to  streamline  and 
reduce  the  Array's  administrative  and  logistic  support  systems.  As  the  Army's 
major  logistics  command,  DARCOM  was  the  focus  of  Project  CONCISE  and  became 
involved  with  all  stages  of  the  project.  CONCISE  produced  five  substantial 
realignment  actions,  four  involving  DARCOM  depots  and  one  dealing  with  the 
closure  of  DARCOM' s  Frankford  Arsenal  This  latter  action  subsequently 
became  part  of  the  armament  community  realignment  action. 

(b)  Since  the  CONCISE  actions,  several  lists  have  been 
issued  of  bases  designated  for  potential  closure.  These  so-called  hit  lists, 
issued  In  1976,  1978,  and  1979  resulted  in  many  studies  which  proposed  alter¬ 
natives  for  realignment .  However,  for  several  reasons,  the  number  of  actual 
closures  has  steadily  decreased  during  the  past  10  years.  Political  pressures 
and  military  priorities  have  interceded  to  stalemate  most  proposed  actions 
either  at  the  decision-staffing  stages  or  through  the  recycling  of  proposed 
actions  due  to  consideration  of  additional  alternatives.  Today,  there  are 
CSJFs  throughout  the  MACOMs  in  various  stages  of  currency,  relevance,  and  vis¬ 
ibility. 


6/  DA,  DARCOM,  Tooele  AD,  Project  CONCISE. 
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(c)  The  data  in  Figure  3  suggest  that  base  realignment 
actions  have  diminished  in  frequency  and  impact  over  time,  that  the  major 
contraction  of  military  bases  has  occurred,  that  certain  lingering  actions  are 
now  nearing  resolution,  that  restudy  of:  current  proposals  comprises  most  of 
the  future's  potential  actions,  and  that  only  a  new  rash  of  joint-service 
assessments  will  significantly  increase  the  intensity  of  the  base  realignment 
study. 

b.  Process  history. 

(1)  The  recent  impetus  for  US  Army  base  realignments  has 
resulted  from  many  changes:  the  VOLAR,  the  Vietnam  wind— down,  economy  drives, 
force  modernization,  force  readiness,  and  Congressional  actions  in  behalf  of 
all  these  interests.  The  Army's  reaction  to  these  pressures  has  been  to 
develop  a  standard  process  for  considering  candidates  for  realignment  and  to 
ensure  consistency  and  equity  by  requiring  evaluation  of  the  economic  impacts. 

(2)  As  alluded  to  earlier,  between  1945  and  the  early  1970's, 
realignment  studies  were  largely  the  result  of  task  forces,  special  study 
groups,  and  Army  reorganizations.  Prior  to  1961,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
had  the  last  say  regarding  realignments.  After  that  date,  the  DOD  overview 
became  a  more  dominant  factor.  The  studies  produced  were  developed  largely 
independent  of  one  another  and  in  formats  that  were  designed  to  accommodate 
each  individual  case.  Thus,  they  were  not  uniform  in  content,  technique, 
staffing  process,  or  timing.  After  the  CONCISE  actions  of  1972-73,  HQDA  made 
a  concerted  effort  to  remedy  this  unevenness  of  form  and  content. 
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(3)  A  1974  HQ  DA  letter—^  prescribed  a  format  and  study  process 
for  realignment  candidates.  AR  5-10^/  was  published  in  1977  and  built  on  the 
groundwork  laid  by  the  1974  letter.  In  late  1979,  revision  of  the  AR  began 
to  accommodate  management  needs  for  summary  data  and  formats  that  would  facil¬ 
itate  review.  The  revised  AR  has  undergone  extensive  change  since  its  first 
draft  and  is  currently  (raid-1981)  nearing  publication.  HQDA  is  pressing  to 
get  this  AR  revision  into  effect  prior  to  any  renewed  intensity  in  realignment 
studies • 

(4)  in  addition  to  format  and  process  changes  focused  directly 
on  standardizing  and  systematizing  the  realignment  methodology,  there  were 
many  indirect  influences  on  the  required  documentation.  Some  examples  were 
the  National  Environment  Policy  Act  of  1969,  Executive  Orders  11514  and  12114, 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  regulations,  AR  200-2,  Executive  Order  12049, 
10  US  Code  2687,  the  Army’s  EE0  Program,  Affirmative  Action  Plan  goals,  and 
Upward  Mobility  Program  objectives—7  The  need  to  comply  with  these  many 
requirements,  in  addition  to  those  concerning  the  basic  economic  impacts  of 
candidate  realignments,  not  only  significantly  influenced  the  format  of  the 
CSJF,  but  swelled  its  bulk  to  its  current  impressive  dimensions.  Over  the 
past  decade  or  so,  the  regulatory  and  social  responsibility  aspects  of  Array 
base  realignments  have  forced  DA  and  all  services  to  become  more  aware  of  the 
human  and  physical  environment  and  to  incorporate  that  awareness  into  their 
decision  processes. 


7 J  DA,  Ofc  of  the  AG,  Installation  and  Activity  Consolidations,  Realign¬ 
ments,  Reductions,  and  Closures. 

87  DA,  HQ^ AR  5-1 0,  Management,  Reduction  and  Realignment  Actions. 
(Abbreviated  to  AR  5-10  in  subsequent  references.) 

9 J  Sources  of  requirements  stated  in  AR  5-10. 
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(5)  While  AR  5-10  was  being  revised,  this  ESC  study  of  the  Army 
base  realignment  methodology  has  been  underway*  As  of  this  writing,  the  new 
AR  is  just  out  of  edit  and  nearing  print — having  been  drafted,  staffed,  and 
approved  by  the  Directorate  of  Army  Management  and  a  committee  of  fiACOM  and 
HQDA  staff  representatives.  During  the  ESC  study  period,  the  draft  AR  has 
changed  significantly  to  incorporate  many  of  the  changes  ESC  found  lacking  in 
the  earlier  versions.  The  ESC  study  served  to  substantiate  many  of  the 
changes  that  were  needed  in  the  new  AR.  The  evolution  of  the  process,  and  the 
AR  that  reflects  It,  have  been  so  rapid  in  recent  years  that  any  significant 
shortcomings  (which  an  analysis  9uch  as  ESC’s  might  otherwise  have  disclosed) 
have  been  remedied.  The  parallel  courses  of  these  two  actions  have  essen¬ 
tially  provided  more  visibility  to  the  process  and  a  keener  stimulus  to  change 
than  either  action  might  have  been  capable  of  achieving  independently .  At 
this  point,  with  both  projects  coming  to  completion  within  a  2-raonth  period, 
it  appears  that  SSC's  assessment  of  the  methodology  will  serve  more  as  an 
outside  and  independent  check  on  the  process  than  it  will  a  vehicle  for  wide- 
ranging  changes.  Figure  4  is  a  graphic  representation  of  how  ESC’s  project 
effort  has  intersected  the  evolution  of  the  Army  base  realignment  process. 
The  chart  also  includes  some  projection  of  related  events  as  discussed  in  the 
following  subparagraphs. 

(6)  This  study  report  and  the  new  AR  5-10  will  prepare  the  Army 
for  conducting  future  case  studies  using  more  sophist iea ted  costing  techniques 
and  more  st rearaL tned  formats  and  reporting  requirements.  The  prognosis  for 
the  near  term  Is  that,  although  the  US  military  may  be  entering  a  period  of 
growth  and  modernization,  the  new  administration  has  nevertheless  committed 
itself  to  saving  money — a  key  by-product  of  realignment  actions.  Therefore, 
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there  may  be  another  round  of  realignment  studies,  updating  old  actions  by  the 
use  of  new  formats  and  data.  The  likelihood  of  actual  implementation,  how¬ 
ever,  is  not  much  better  than  before,  since  there  is  still  a  very  brief  window 
during  which  actions  could  be  approved  and  implemented,  without  having  a 
significant  bearing  on  the  Congressional  elections  of  1982.  The  improved 
accuracy  and  sophistication  of  the  process  will  in  no  way  have  negated  the 
ultimate  influence  of  legislative  process  on  realignment  decisions. 

(7)  DOD  is  simultaneously  developing  a  base  realignment  manual 
which  it  intends  to  use  for  outlining  policies  and  procedures  of  the  realign¬ 
ment  process.  This  manual  is  in  draft  and  has  an  indefinite  schedule  for 
final  publication.—^  As  the  draft  stands,  it  draws  heavily  on  the  Army  pro¬ 
cess  as  set  forth  in  A R  5-10  and  on  the  Air  Force  process,  which  as  yet  is  not 
formally  documented.  A  DOU-wide  approach  would  certainly  be  desirable  if 
realignments  were  to  take  on  a  more  cross-service  perspective.  Although  this 
is  not  the  current  environment,  it  is  certainly  likely  that  by  1982  such  will 
be  the  case  and  that  a  DOD  manual  will  be  more  useful. 

(8)  Overall,  the  realignment  picture  described  is  one  of  a  rap¬ 
idly  evolving  process  which  has  been  sensitive  to  influences  of  special  inter¬ 
est  groups,  organizational  dynamics,  and  regulatory  requirements.  The  mood 
today,  within  the  realignment  community,  is  one  of  frustration  at  having 
developed  so  many  CSJFs  while  actually  achieving  so  few  closures.  The  manage¬ 
ment  drive  at  HQDA  is  to  capitalize  on  learning  to  date  and  to  issue  a  thor¬ 
ough,  up-to-date,  realistic  AR  for  use  during  the  next  round  of  studies,  when¬ 
ever  it  comes.  UQDA  wants  to  do  the  best  job  possible  with  its  case  studies 
so  that  it  may  be  armed  with  irrefutable  evidence  of  its  effectiveness.  The 

10/  DOD,  DOD  Base  Realignment  Manual  (Chapters  1-7).  (Abbreviated  to 
DOD  manual  in  subsequent  references.) 
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after  action  assessments  that  are  a  part  of  current  and  revised  format 

requirements  would  not  only  be  used  in  on-going  process  improvements,  but  in 

Congressional  reports  and  budget  justifications  to  maintain  credibility  for 

future  actions. 

4.  Discussion. 

a.  During  the  initial  phase  of  the  study,  the  ESC  study  team 

researched  the  details  of  several  realignment  actions  which  occurred  over  the 
past  decade.  Because  ever  fewer  bases  were  subject  to  reduction  and  because 
it  takes  so  much  study  and  staffing  time  to  bring  a  candidate  installation  to 
realignment  or  closure,  very  few  recent  actions  were  available  for  scrutiny. 
Thus,  completed  case  histories  generally  represent  past  processes  and  out¬ 
dated  organizational  and  policy  situations.  The  data  and  insights  gathered 
during  this  phase  are  discussed  in  detail  in  Annex  F  (Volume  II).  This 
research  did  not  yield  the  anticipated  planning-fac tor  insights  and 
procedural- timing  information.  However,  the  six  realignment  actions  traced 
did  clearly  portray  a  variety  of  motives  for  the  actions  and  a  variety  of 
organizations.  They  also  encompassed  a  cross-section  of  decision,  implementa¬ 
tion,  and  tracking  problems.  The  study  team  basically  found  that  the  realign¬ 
ment  community  has  been  rapidly  self-improving.  The  various  Army  MACOMs  have 
separately  and  jointly  developed  processes  for  projecting  costs  and  savings 
inherent  in  realignment  actions.  The  current  policies  and  procedures 
represent  a  functional  and  fairly  automatic  approach  to  justifying  potential 
actions.  The  AR  revisions  now  being  issued  correct  most  of  the  obvious 
deficiencies  discovered  by  ESC  during  its  research  of  case  histories. 


b.  In  addition  to  histories  of  past  actions,  the  study  team 
researched  current  Army  policies  and  procedures  as  set  forth  in  AR  5-10,  DA 


Pamphlet  200-2  (enviro  amenta  l  guidelines)*—^  and  community  impact  policy 
statements*  The  team  collected  documents*  conducted  interviews*  and 
researched  files  in  pursuit  of  accurately  defined  practices  within  and  among 
the  MACOMs.  These  command  differences  and  similarities  are  discussed  in 
Annex  A.  The  evidence  to  date  Is  that  each  command  has  evolved  a  process 
which  serves  its  own  peculiar  o rgantsa t ional  design*  Its  mission  characteris¬ 
tics*  and  its  resource  composition.  The  process  followed  by  the  Air  Force  is 
also  described  in  Annex  A  as  a  reference  against  which  HQDA  and  the  Army 
MACOMs  can  compare  their  approaches.  The  Army  produces  a  much  more  compre¬ 
hensive  CSJF  document  than  does  the  Air  Force*  using  fewer  resources  and 
requiring  less  elapsed  time.  The  main  area  where  the  Army  could  perhaps  learn 
from  the  Air  Force  is  in  staffing  proposals  from  the  major  commands  through 
department  headquarters  to  DOD  and  Congress  (if  required).  The  newly  incorpo¬ 
rated  revisions  to  AR  5-10  include  no  significant  rephasing  of  the  CSJF  staff¬ 
ing  process.  Yet,  the  Army  has  decided  to  adjust  some  of  its  staffing  prac¬ 
tices  which  fall  outside  the  purview  of  the  AR.  Specifically*  the  Army  plans 
to  adopt  the  Air  Force  practice  of  announcing  a  "decision"  to  close  or  realign 
rather  than  announcing  a  "proposed  alternative"  as  it  has  been  doing  in  the 
past.  This  is  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  times  which  H^DA  will  have  to 
recycle  from  the  "decision"  stage  to  the  "public  scrutiny"  stage  to  the 
"restudy"  stage  and  then  back,  to  a  "decision."  The  Army  process,  set  forth  in 
the  milestone  planning  chart  and  sample  milestone  schedule  that  appears  in  AR 
5-10*  represents  an  "ideal"  case  and  does  not  reflect  many  of  the  uncertain¬ 
ties  and  exigencies  that  would  be  encountered  in  an  actual  realignment  action. 


11  /  DA,  HO,  DA  PAM  200-2*  Environmental  Quality — The  Economic  Impact 
Forecast  System  Description  and  User  Instructions. 
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Restudy,  delay,  and  status  quo  decisions  will  continue  to  be  significant  in 
the  realignment  study  process. 

c.  ESC's  research  Into  the  base  realignment  methodology  content  and 
process  revealed  a  wealth  of  knowledge,  expertise,  and  procedural  efficiency. 
The  existing  and  evolving  methodology  represent  a  healthy  mixture  of  academi¬ 
cally  rigorous  research  standards  and  pragmatic  implementation  planning  and 
staffing.  The  whole  cumbersome  documentation  and  justification  process  has 
developed  as  a  result  of  pressures  for  specific  information  with  regard  to 
specific  cases.  Discontinuing  preparation  of  such  information  would  likely 
expose  the  Army  to  public  criticism,  increased  risk  of  embarrassing  over¬ 
sights,  and  possible  delays  in  implementation  where  personnel  matters  and 
constuction  requirements  must  be  phased  properly.  Paragraph  5  of  this  main 
paper  summarizes  the  major  changes  recommended  to  methodology;  Annex  B  covers 
the  topic  in  detail. 

d.  The  ESC  assessment  and  suggested  revision  of  the  realignment 
tracking  system  were  planned  to  be  logical  extensions  of  methodology  improve¬ 
ments.  However,  the  methodology  needed  so  little  change  that  this  anticipated 
interface  was  not  required.  Instead,  ESC  was  left  with  assessing  the  revised 
tracking  system  in  light  of  insights  gained  on  the  methodology  and  realistic 
utility  for  a  tracking  system.  it  became  apparent  after  interviews  and 
research  that  the  generally  perceived  utility  of  the  existing  tracking  system, 
the  RRSR,  was  not  consistent  with  real-world  dynamics.  That  is,  the  tracking 
system  input  gathered  by  installat ion,  MACOM,  and  COA  personnel  during  imple¬ 
mentation  does  not  necessarily  result  in  rl^DA  reaLlocat ions  of  resources  or 
adjustments  of  timing  and  priorities  as  expected.  This  input  actually  has 
more  utility  as  regular  status  reports  to  provide  DA  Staff  offices  the 
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information  needed  to  answer  high-level  inquiries  after  the  action  is  com¬ 
plete.  The  last  quarterly  RRSR  of  a  realignment  action  provides  a  helpful 
after  action  historical  data  source  to  substantiate  the  costs  and  savings 
projections  for  the  action  and  to  add  credibility  to  projections  for  future 
Army  CSJP  actions.  The  schedule,  priority,  and  activity  adjustments  required 
during  implementation  are  made  for  the  most  part  at  MACOM  level  as  soon  as 
they  are  needed — rather  than  at  HQDa  level  as  the  result  of  a  regularly 
scheduled  report.  Thus,  the  tracking  system  adjustments  recommended  by  ESC 
are  prompted  by  data  user  utility,  compiler  efficiency,  and  realistic  percep¬ 
tions  of  accuracy  needs.  Paragraph  6  of  this  main  paper  describes  the  salient 
features  of  the  tracking  system  assessment  and  recommended  changes;  Annex  C 
explains  the  research  aud  recommendations  in  detail. 

5.  Recommended  Changes.  ESC  has  focused  its  analysis  on  ways  to  improve 
the  current  Army  base  realignment  study  methodology  and  implementation  track¬ 
ing  processes.  This  paragraph  summarizes  the  recommendations  that  have 
emerged  from  the  ESC  analysis.  Annexes  B  and  C  explain  the  method  of  analysis 
and  make  recommendations  for  changes  which  would  be  appropriate  for  inclusion 
in  a  revision  of  AR  5-10.  The  recommendations  are: 

a.  Put  more  emphasis  on  the  feasibility  study.  ESC  believes  that 
the  text  of  AR  5-10  and  the  graphics  that  support  it  should  be  revised  to 
place  greater  emphasis  on  the  value  of  a  comprehensive,  objective  feasibility 
study.  MACOM  compilers  of  the  feasibility  studies  should  be  encouraged  to 
spend  more  time  doing  a  thorough  job  of  developing  alternative  ways  to  achieve 
the  realignment.  Cost  and  noncost  factors  should  be  arrayed  and  weighted  to 
give  equal  visibility  and  appropriate  emphasis  to  the  factors.  Textual  and 
graphic  changes  are  recommended. 
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b.  Institute  a  system  for  gathering  realignment  resource  data-  The 
increased  curiosity  concerning  how  much  it  costs  and  how  long  it  takes  to  con¬ 
duct  a  CSJF  has  revealed  the  lack  of  such  data.  ESC  tried  to  reconstruct  the 
data  and  was  unable  to  do  so.  Because  it  would  not  be  difficult  to  develop 
such  a  data  base,  ESC  suggests  that  the  effort  be  undertaken.  AR  5-1U  could 
be  changed  to  include  a  documentation  requirement  notifying  installations  and 
MACOMs  that  such  information  will  be  reported  and  indicating  how  and  when  it 
will  be  submitted.  Essentially,  all  that  is  needed  is  a  statement  that  devel¬ 
opment  of  this  document  (feasibility  study,  CSJF,  implementation  plan,  L01) 
required  X  man-months  of  effort,  cost  approximately  Y  dollars,  and  took  Z 
weeks  to  complete-  This  statement  would  be  included  in  the  covering  DF  or 
letter  transmitting  the  document  to  These  reports  would  be  filed, 
recorded,  and  used  to  develop  a  data  base  for  hl^DA  managers  and  action  offi¬ 
cers-  MACOM  usage  of  the  information  would  be  optional,  but  probably  would 
consist  of  similar  recording  at  that  level  for  use  in  developing  future  CSJF 
project  schedules  and  implementation  plans. 

c.  Make  the  CSJF  summary  data  easier  for  management  to  use.  ESC 
analysts  found  the  CSJF  package  extraordinarily  bulky  and  intimidating  to  use. 
It  was  even  unwieldy  to  those  expert  in  interpreting  realignment  documenta¬ 
tion-  It  seemed  that  some  useful  purpose  would  be  served  in  binding  the  docu¬ 
ment  into  at  least  two  separate  volumes.  The  draft  AR  revision  now  allows  one 
smaller  volume  to  be  forwarded  when  the  action  is  small  and  falls  below  the  10 
US  Code  2687— ^  threshold-  That  volume  will  contain  the  realignment  summary 
and  detailed  data  as  defined  in  Appendix  C,  AR  5-10  (revised).  The  supporting 

12/  Congress  of  the  US,  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  Section  2667 — Base 
Closures  and  Realignments-  (Abbreviated  to  10  US  Code  in  subsequent 
references. ) 


data  Itemized  in  that  same  document  should  be  bound  in  a  second  volume  and 


probably  will  not  need  to  be  forwarded  any  further  than  HQDA.  These  sup¬ 
porting  data,  although  useful  to  staff  proponents  In  ensuring  the  accuracy  of 
the  summary  data,  certainly  are  too  detailed  to  be  helpful  to  decision¬ 
makers*  The  first  volume  will  be  easier  to  handle  than  the  current  CSJF 
package  and  will  also  be  useful  in  communicating  with  other  government 
agencies  regarding  the  overall  scope  of  the  proposed  realignment*  Where  the 
proposed  realignment  breaks  the  10  US  Code  threshold,  the  CSJF  should  be  bound 
into  two  volumes  to  simplify  decision-maker  handling*  The  AR  revision  does 
not  currently  require  this  processing  change. 

d.  Abandon  the  quarterly  tracking  system  and  adopt  a  system  of  after 
action  reports.  After  studying  the  current  uses  of  the  tracking  system  and 
projecting  future  utility  of  such  information,  ESC  found  that  there  was  strong 
evidence  in  favor  of  after  action  reporting.  Not  the  least  of  the  advantages 
of  a  one-time  report  is  a  significant  reduction  in  report  preparation  time  and 
expense.  There  would  be  no  loss  in  operational  efficiency,  because  only  tele¬ 
phone  and  message  communication  are  appropriate  for  decision-related  informa¬ 
tion  needs  during  implementation.  Although  DM  may  have  some  concern  about 
whether  the  Information  is  actually  being  collected  while  the  implementation 
is  on-going,  this  concern  should  not  manifest  itself  in  unnecessary  reporting 
requirements.  The  change  to  AR  5-10  should  merely  explain  the  tracking  system 
information  requirements,  include  a  copy  of  the  format,  and  require  that  the 
MACOMs  submit  their  reports  within  l  month  of  project  completion. 

6.  Summary.  The  ESC  study  of  Army  base  realignment  methodology  has 
reached  a  somewhat  unusual  outcome.  It  was  the  finding  that,  rather  than  make 
sweeping  changes  and  conduct  additional  studies,  the  Army  should  rest  on  its 
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laurels,  entrench  Its  process  In  preparation  for  the  next  rash  of  studies,  and 
relax  Its  concern  that  frequent  tracking  reports  are  required.  The  ESC 
research  and  analysis  effort  may  well  have  come  at  the  wrong  time  to  signifi¬ 
cantly  shape  methodology.  But,  It  may  also  have  come  at  the  right  time  to 
save  a  lot  of  unnecessary  quarterly  report  preparation  effort.  The  situation 
and  trend,  with  regard  to  potential  future  realignment  studies  and  actions, 
needed  to  be  studied  and  put  Into  perspective.  This  ESC  analysis  finds  the 
Army  In  a  very  favorable  posture  vis-a-vis  the  other  services  and  GAO  and  AAA 
standards.  Thus,  the  time  is  ripe  for  stabilizing  the  methodology  rather  than 
fine  tuning  in  a  realm  where  close  tolerances  are  not  required.  The  revised 
AR  5-10  Is  a  necessary  next  step  in  preparing  for  the  future  environment  that 
appears  to  be  taking  shape.  Figure  5  builds  on  the  concept  presented  in 
Figure  4  and  projects  process  Influences  out  to  the  1985-87  time  frame. 

a.  During  a  period  when  military  preparedness  and  strength  are  being 
emphasized,  it  seems  unlikely  that  there  will  be  wholesale  reductions  or  clo¬ 
sures  of  military  facilities.  But,  it  is  certainly  conceivable  that  there 
might  be  cost-saving  realignments  of  such  magnitude  that  they  would  require 
preparation  of  summary  documentation.  The  existence  of  many  CSJFs ,  In  various 
stages  of  currency  and  relevance,  wlil  certainly  help  if  the  Army  must  begin 
another  round  of  realignment  studies. 

b.  The  history  of  base  realignments  described  earlier  in  this  report 
depicted  the  swing  from  initial  cross-service  reductions  in  the  1960fs  to 
Army-centered  reductions  in  the  1970’s.  It  appears  to  ESC  that  the  pendulum 
is  about  to  swing  again  toward  cross-service  scrutiny  of  installations  In  an 
attempt  to  consolidate  support  services,  0&M  functions,  and  gain  some 
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POSSIBLE  FUTURE  INFLUENCES 


Figure 


economies  of  scale If  this  cross-service  assessment  were  to  happen  In 
the  next  2  years,  it  would  be  desirable  for  the  Army  to  have  completed  its  AH 
revision  prior  to  issuance  of  the  00D  directive  and  manual  (as  now  seems 
assured)  and  even  to  have  begun  collecting  resource  commitment  data  as  is 
recommended  in  this  study.  Also,  if  ESC  recoinmenda t ions  are  implemented 
through  issuance  of  a  Change  1  to  AR  5-10,  the  Army  would  not  have  to  produce 
so  many  pages  of  documentation  for  cross-service  coordinat Ion.  Rather,  the 
Array  could  publish  twice  as  many  copies  of  Volume  1  as  Volume  2,  thereby 
saving  printing  expenses,  mailing  expenses,  and  communicating  equally  well. 

c.  Much  attention  is  currently  being  paid  to  mobilization  plan¬ 
ning  JL1/  By  1983,  the  Array  should  have  a  clearer  picture  of  its  mobilization 
requirements — especially  as  they  pertain  to  Array  bases  or  joint  use  of  other 
installations.  Therefore,  the  mobilization  specifics  available  by  1983  might 
cause  a  new  and  seriously  motivated  cycle  of  base  realignment  studies.  HQDA 
should  prepare  for  this  possible  event  by  further  refining  its  study  and 
implementation  processes  at  both  the  MACOM  and  HQDA  levels.  Publication  of 
the  revised  AR  5-10,  subsequent  publication  of  a  Change  1  to  that  document, 
and  distribution  of  this  ESC  study  to  interested  parties  should  serve  to  main¬ 
tain  interest  in  this  process. 

d.  As  a  closing  note,  there  is  an  on-going  project  which  promises  to 
influence  the  base  realignment  study  process  somewhat.  The  STANKINS  redesign 
project  began  in  1980  and  will  be  completed  in  two  phases,  one  in  1985  and  the 

13/  "GAO  Chief  Tells  the  Pentagon  of  15  Areas  Where  It  Can  Save,”  Wash¬ 
ington  Post.  ~ 

1 4  /  GAO,  Corapt  Gen  of  the  US,  Consolidating  Military  Base  Support 
Services  Could  Save  Billions. 

15/  DA,  USAGE,  OCE,  USAESC,  Corps  Mobilization  Capabilities,  Require¬ 
ments,  and  Planning;  Corps  Mobilization  Posture;  and  Mobilization  Envlron- 
ments • 
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other  tn  1987.i^-^LL^  When  the  project  is  finished,  the  AMS  codes  whtch  com¬ 
prise  the  basis  of  the  Army's  finance  and  accounting  system  wiLl  be  revised; 
the  revised  system  will  somewhat  Influence  getting  Information  on  which  to 
base  projections  and  will  subsequently  help  capture  data  on  actual  expendi¬ 
tures  to  comply  with  whatever  tracking  system  is  in  effect  at  the  time.  Not 
only  will  the  AMS  coding  be  revised,  but  there  will  be  remote  computer  termi¬ 
nals  in  the  major  Array  installations  which  will  facilitate  all  Interrelated 
recording  of  finance  and  accounting  activities,  budget  and  program  adjust¬ 
ments,  and  regularly  scheduled  reporting  requirements.  Effective  conversion 
to  the  STANFINS  redesign  process  should  result  in  less  preparation  time  for 
CSJF  documentation  and  less  effort  and  time  required  to  prepare  the  tracking 
reports*  There  is  currently  no  requirement  for  HODA  to  interfere  with  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  STANFINS  redesign  project  on  behalf  of  the  base  realignment 
process.  But,  HQ DA  and  MACOM  personnel  involved  with  base  realignment  actions 
should  keep  posted  on  the  progress  of  this  effort  and  be  prepared  to  adapt  to 
Its  changes  when  they  occur. 


16/  DA,  OCSA,  Ofc  of  the  Compt  of  the  Army,  A  Study  to  Design  an  Army 
Management  Structure* 

177  ST]  OCSA,  Ofc  of  the  Asst  Compt  of  the  Army  (F&A),  STANF  INS 
Redesign,  General  System  Design. 
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A-l  Who  Does  What  in  CSJF  Process?  A-4 

1-  Purpose*  This  annex  describes  how  the  various  Army  MACOMs  and  the 
Department  of  the  Air  Force  conduct  their  base  realignment  studies  and  how 
they  subsequently  monitor  irapleraentat ion  of  approved  actions.  These  descrip¬ 
tions  are  intended  to  be  just  that — "descriptions’* — not  judgments  or  apolo¬ 
gies.  The  goal  is  to  describe  the  variety  of  ways  in  which  such  studies  and 
actions  are  conducted,  and  perhaps,  to  justify  this  variety.  Given  that  each 
MACOM  organization  is  structured  to  facilitate  its  missions  in  light  of  its 
resource  composition  and  that  each  has  different  missions  and  resources--it  is 
certainly  appropriate  that  they  should  function  somewhat  differently.  The  Air 
Force  approach  is  included  in  this  discussion  in  order  to  provide  some  objec¬ 
tivity  and  to  broaden  the  range  of  approaches  presented.  There  had  been  some 
discussion  prior  to  the  ESC  project  to  the  effect  that  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force  was  "more  effective”  in  its  handling  of  base  realignments.  Thus,  in 
the  interest  of  information  sharing  and  increased  knowledge,  the  Air  Force 


approach  is  described  along  with  those  of  the  three  MACOMs — TRADQC,  FORSCOM, 
and  DARCOM. 

2 .  Overview* 

a.  Department  of  the  Array  approach.  The  DM  has  responsibility  for 
monitoring  the  progress  of  realignment  actions,  assisting  and  guiding  staff 
agencies,  resolving  policy  issues,  and  approving  study  and  implementation 
milestones.  In  this  policy-setting  role,  the  DM  works  with  the  various  HQ 
staff  proponents  to  provide  for  smooth  and  timely  realignment  studies  and 
implementation  actions.  Depending  on  the  type  of  action,  OCE,  DCSOPS,  DCSLOG, 
DCSRDA,  etc.,  might  act  as  the  HQDA  staff  proponent  for  a  realignment  action. 
Although  the  DM  establishes  policy  concerned  with  realignments  and  closures, 
It  does  not  prescribe  how  these  data  are  to  be  developed  or  who  within  the 
various  MACOMs  will  be  responsible  for  what  functions.  This  freedom  within 
the  realignment  study  process  has  enabled  DA  commands  to  develop  processes 
which  reflect  their  individual  organizational  peculiarities. 

b.  Department  of  the  Air  Force  approach.  Air  Force  realignment  pro- 
ponency,  however,  is  always  with  the  Basing  Branch,  which  also  serves  in  a 
policy-setting  role  to  ensure  an  agency  overview.  DCSOPS,  DCSLOG,  and  other 
functional  proponents  monitor  actions  and  provide  input  and  reports  as  needed 
by  the  Basing  Branch. 

3.  Research  Process.  The  ESC  study  team  researched  several  previously 
implemented  actions,  studying  at  least  one  from  each  of  the  MACOMs  and  one 
from  the  Air  Force.  These  actual  Implementations  were  supplemented  with 
interview  and  documentary  information  pertaining  to  the  current  MACOM  pro¬ 
cesses  for  study  development,  implementation,  and  tracking.  This  research 
revealed  that  each  DA  MACOM  operates  differently,  although  they  all  comply 


with  the  requirements  of  AR  5-10  and  other  DA  regulations  and  policies.  All 
commands  have  also  participated  actively  in  revising  the  AR  to  take  advantage 
of  their  individual  and  group  experience  with  the  realignment  business. 

A.  Petal Is .  The  DA  MACOMs  and  Department  of  the  Air  Force  differ  with 
regard  to  who  prepares  the  case  study  documentation  within  the  organization, 
how  many  individuals  work  for  how  long  conducting  the  study,  who  develops  the 
implementation  plan,  who  coordinates  implementations  of  approved  actions,  who 
prepares  tracking  reports  on  them,  and  whether  or  not  there  is  a  MACOM-unique 
or  military  branch-unique  directive  on  how  to  prepare  a  case  study  document. 
The  answers  to  these  questions  of  process,  responsibility,  and  resource  com¬ 
mitments  are  presented  briefly  in  Figure  A-l  and  are  discussed  below. 

a.  Who,  in  addition  to  HQDA,  prepares  the  feasibility  study  and  CSJF 
(including  EIS  and  community  impact  assessments)? 

(1)  DARCOM  HQ  prepares  the  feasibility  studies  and  uses  the  ad 
hoc  team  method  of  developing  the  CSJF.  The  CSJF  preparing  team  is  chaired  by 
a  representative  from  DARCOM's  Directorate  for  Plans  and  Analysis.  Other 
members  are  usually  from  the  Office  of  the  Comptroller  and  the  Directorate  for 
Personnel  Training  and  Force  Development.  At  times,  a  field  representative  is 
called  in  to  serve.  Information  from  other  functional  areas  is  requested  by 
the  realignment  team  from  both  the  DARCOM  HQ  level  and  from  the  installations 
being  impacted  by  the  proposed  realignment.  Although  the  individual  composi¬ 
tion  of  the  CSJF  team  may  change  from  action  to  action,  the  experience  from 
the  personnel  in  the  Directorate  for  Plans  and  Analysis  provides  the  continu¬ 
ity  and  the  adhesive  element  DARCOM  needs  to  solidify  the  CSJF  preparation 
process.  The  DARCOM  philosophy  Is  to  organize  a  small  team  to  accomplish  the 
planning  and  preparation  of  data  for  the  CSJF.  This  team  provides  an 


WHO  DOES  WHAT  IN  CSJF  PROCESS? 
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integrated  viewpoint,  as  well  as  an  overalL  perspective  for  the  action.  They 
encompass  knowledge  of  details  and  the  HQ  overview  which  inc Lades  the  broader 
aspects  of  the  action.  In  the  future,  DARCOM  may  task  a  subordinate  command 
(e-g.,  DESCOM)  to  produce  the  essence  of  a  CSJF  for  realignment  actions — 
depending  on  the  nature  of  the  proposed  action.  Before  forwarding  it  to  HQDA, 
the  Plans  and  Analysis  personnel  at  DARCOM  HQ  would  review  the  product  to 
ensure  completeness. 

(2)  FORSCOM  operates  in  a  much  different  way.  They  assign  prep¬ 
aration  of  the  feasibility  plan  and  (subsequently)  the  CSJF  to  individual 
action  officers  in  either  the  DCSOPS  or  DCSCOMPT.  If  the  impetus  for  the 
proposed  action  is  an  operational  or  mission  change,  the  Force  Structure  and 
Stationing  Division,  DCSOPS,  will  receive  the  task.  If  the  proposed  action  is 
prompted  by  a  resource  savings  motive,  some  element  of  the  DCSCOMPT  will  be 
assigned  the  study.  For  the  most  part,  these  individuals  work  alone  to 
develop  the  feasibility  study.  Of  course,  they  receive  substantial  input  from 
the  installations  concerned,  the  various  operational  divisions,  a  *d  admini¬ 
strative  elements  of  the  command.  When  the  feasibility  study  has  been  com¬ 
pleted  and  forwarded  to  DA  and  approved  for  further  study,  the  same  individual 
very  likely  will  receive  the  task  of  developing  the  CSJF.  At  this  time, 
depending  on  the  size  of  the  action  and  the  schedule  of  the  study,  the  action 
officer  may  receive  some  additional  assistance  from  within  the  DCSCOMPT's 
office.  Regardless  of  the  size  of  the  action,  it  is  at  this  point  that  inten¬ 
sive  installation  input  is  required  and  that  trips  to  those  installations 
occur.  Developing  the  details  of  the  CSJF  requires  interface  with  the  HSC  and 
USACC  regarding  the  impact  the  proposed  action  will  have  on  their  support 
level  and  their  stationing  configurations.  Depending  on  how  many  actions  are 


on-going  at  the  same  time,  this  may  be  a  very  time-consuming  phase  of  CSJF 
development . 

(3)  TRADOC  has  taken  a  third  approach  to  CSJF  preparation.  It 
has  organized  a  special  office — CONCISE  Special  Planning  Group — which,  along 
with  master  planning  for  TRADOC  stationing,  has  on-going  responsibility  for 
preparing  feasibility  studies  and  for  preparing  CSJFs  and  updating  them  as 
required.  The  CONCISE  Group  is  located  at  TRADOC  HQ  and  has  ready  access  to 
such  MACOM-level  data  as  are  available  through  the  resource  management  ele¬ 
ments  and  operational  directorates.  Of  course,  the  CONCISE  Group  makes  signif¬ 
icant  demands  on  command  installations  for  input  regarding  program  and  budget 
year  activities  and  their  status  after  a  realignment  action.  The  institu¬ 
tional  memory,  centralized  project  files,  and  command-level  perspectives 
provide  some  major  resource  savings  within  the  realignment  planning  process. 
Another  peripheral  benefit  of  this  centralized  approach  to  realignment  actions 
is  that  the  CONCISE  Group  has  built  up  over  the  years  a  network  of  contacts 
throughout  the  other  MACOMs  which  expedites  the  data  exchange  wherever  the 
realignment  action  crosses  MACOM  organizational  lines.  The  learning  curve  is 
greatly  accelerated  in  this  manner. 

(4)  The  Department  of  the  Air  Force  prepares  feasibility  studies 
at  HQAF.  A  small  team  of  officers  works  in  a  close-hold  environment  for  about 
1  month  to  complete  the  feasibility  study.  They  use  a  computer  model  to  esti¬ 
mate  major  costs  and  savings  from  proposed  realignment  actions.  After  a 
series  of  briefings  In  HQAF,  there  is  a  decision  on  whether  to  undertake  and 
announce  formal  study  for  one  or  more  bases.  The  formal  studies  are  normally 
prepared  at  MAJCOM  level.  The  Air  Force  studies  do  not  contain  the  level  of 
detail  as  specified  in  the  DA  format  covered  by  AR  3-10.  Rather,  the  Air 


Force  approaches  the  formal  documentat ion  for  a  realignment  action  as  a  series 
of  somewhat  independent  studies.  These  parts  are:  operations*  resources, 
environment,  and  socioeconomics.  Usually,  the  operations  and  resources  are 
combined  into  a  single  section.  The  soc io-economic  and  environmental  analyses 
may  be  contracted  out  and  are  prepared  under  separate  cover.  A  final  summary 
or  cover  document  is  prepared,  and  this  summary  serves  as  major  information 
for  the  decisionmaker  and  forms  the  basis  for  Congressional  reports.  Thresh¬ 
olds  are  aligned  with  the  draft  DOD  manual. 

b.  How  many  people  work  how  long  developing  the  CSJF? 

(1)  DARCOM’s  CSJF  preparation  team  is  composed  of  from  four  to 
six  full-time  people  working  for  4-6  calendar  months.  This  team,  as  stated 
previously,  is  supplemented  by  special  interest  personnel  as  needed  and  is 
also  supplemented  by  installation  input  and  HQ-level  resources. 

(2)  FORSCOM  basically  relies  on  one  action  officer  to  coordinate 
the  effort  and  may  supplement  those  efforts  by  two  to  three  HQ-level  support 
workers  from  somewhere  in  the  DCSCOMPT  if  data  quantity  or  deadlines  are  a 
problem.  Again,  environmental,  EEO,  and  installation  input  are  obtained  on  an 
as-required  basis.  The  duration  of  the  standard  CSJF  development  is  estimated 
by  FORSCOM  at  34  weeks.  FORSCOM  considers  this  a  conservative  estimate  which 
does  not  reflect  the  need  for  an  EIS — only  an  EA. 

(3)  TRADOC*s  CSJFs  are  developed  within  the  CONCISE  Group  using 
input  received  from  the  installations.  The  installation  takes  about  12  weeks 
to  prepare  its  input;  this  takes  four  people  half  time  and  two  full  time. 
Back  at  TRADOC  HQ,  a  team  chief  coordinates  efforts  of  budget,  force  devel¬ 
opment,  engineer,  and  training  staff.  Overall,  the  CSJF  (with  EIS)  takes 
about  44  weeks  to  produce  and  costs  roughly  $72,000.  These  estimates  include 


overhead  costs,  typing,  staffing,  and  printing  of  50  copies  of  a  400-page 
document . 

(4)  The  Air  Force  produces  a  much  briefer  document  than  does 
DA.  The  Air  Force  did  not  indicate  the  number  of  people  or  time  required  to 
produce  a  typical  case  study.  They  use  a  mix  of  in-house  and  contractor 
personnel  to  complete  their  formal  studies.  They  estimate  that  it  takes  18 
months  from  the  formal  announcement  of  candidate  status  to  announcement  of 
decision  via  the  CSJF  process.  The  cost  estimate  for  a  complete  study  process 
ranges  from  $100,000  to  $250,000. 

c.  Who  develops  the  implementation  plan? 

(1)  DARC0M  HQ  sends  the  losing  installation  a  general  L0I  plus 
an  approved  implementation  plan  from  an  earlier  action  to  serve  as  template 
and  planning  guide.  Thirty  days  is  the  normal  period  allowed  for  this  step. 
The  implementation  plan  is  reviewed  by  both  the  subordinate  command  and  DARC0M 
HQ.  DARCOM  HQ  then  sends  a  copy  to  the  DA  proponent  for  information  and 
review.  The  implementation  plan  contains  milestones  geared  to  appropriate 
functional  elements  within  the  installations. 

(2)  FORSCOM  develops  its  implementation  instructions  in  accor¬ 
dance  with  the  action’s  peculiarities.  The  installation  obviously  provides 
most  of  the  detail  data  required  to  realign  their  operations.  The  guidance 
for  this  input  comes  in  the  form  of  an  L0I  from  the  FORSCOM  element  that 
prepared  the  CSJF.  Thus,  the  FORSCOM  Force  Structure  and  Stationing  Division 
developed  a  detailed  L0I  regarding  the  ADA  realignment  of  1979  (but  only  as 
pertained  to  the  Florida  Nike-Hercules  sites).  The  implementation  phasing  for 
the  Alaska  sites  was  developed  at  the  Installation  level  because  of  clas¬ 
sification  restrictions  caused  by  movement  of  nuclear  weapons.  The 
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milestones  for  the  Alaska  move  were  coordinated  with  the  overall  action  sched¬ 


ule  to  ensure  proper  phasing  and  to  allow  monitoring  from  the  MACOM  level. 
The  MACOM  LOI  set  out  major  milestones  pertaining  to  transfer  dates,  equipment 
shipment,  refitting  dates,  and  c losure/caretaker  deadlines.  The  installa¬ 
tion's  internal  transfer,  divest,  store,  and  excess  actions  are  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  installation's  closure  team  under  direction  of  the  instal¬ 
lation’s  commanding  officer. 

(3)  TRADOC’s  implementation  plans  are  patterned  after  the 
annexes  and  appendixes  of  the  TRADOC  SOP  and  are  prepared  by  the  installation/ 
activity  commander.  This  phase  of  the  study  process  Is  conducted  after 
announcement  of  a  decision  and  after  responsibility  for  the  action  has  been 
transferred  from  the  CONCISE  Special  Planning  Group  to  the  Plans  and  Opera¬ 
tions  Office. 

(4)  The  Air  Force  implementation  plans  are  developed  by  the 
MAJCOM  and  executed  by  the  affected  installations ,  but  they  are  approved  by 
HQAF.  The  Basing  Branch  at  HQAF  must  approve  any  major  changes  to  the  imple¬ 
mentation  plan.  This  varies  from  the  Army’s  way  of  operating,  where  MACOMs 
approve  required  changes  and  DA  is  informed  of  these  changes. 

d.  Who  monitors  the  implementation  once  underway  and  prepares  the 
tracking  report  for  submission  to  the  military  service  staff? 

(1)  Once  implementation  is  initiated,  DARCOM  HQ  monitors  mile¬ 
stones  from  the  implementation  plan  on  a  functional  basis  by  means  of  a 
monthly  report.  AMC  Reg  210-18*!/  requires  submission  of  the  monthly  report. 
These  milestone  reports  contain  no  financial  or  cost  information  and  are 


1/  DA,  DARCOM,  HQ  (formerly  AMC),  AMC  Reg  210-18,  Consolidations, 
Realignments,  Reductions,  and  Closures  Milestone  Reports. 
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prepared  at  installation  level.  They  were  adequate  to  meet  DARCOM  HQ  needs 
before  the  institution  of  the  quarterly  RRSR.  DARCOM  has  had  no  actions 
requiring  use  of  the  RRSR  and  indicates  that  it  will  provide  the  report  to  DA 
on  its  next  reportable  action.  Direct  monitoring  and  control  of  the  realign¬ 
ment  actions  is  done  at  the  installation  and  subordinate  command  headquarters 
within  DARCOM.  Corrective  actions  and  decisions  are  normally  undertaken  at 
these  levels. 

(2)  The  CSJF  preparing  officer  at  FORSCOM  has  overall  implemen¬ 
tation  responsibility  once  an  action  is  underway.  The  action  officer  tasks 
installations  to  provide  monthly  cost  data  and  weekly  milestone  reports  which 
are  reported  in  terras  of  the  LOI  implementation  dates.  These  da ts  are  assem¬ 
bled  into  aggregate  terms  from  losing  and  gaining  installation-level  and 
MACOM-level  data  to  comprise  the  RRSR  and  route  it  through  MACOM  HQ  to  DM. 

(3)  Once  a  decision  to  implement  ts  announced,  TRADOC  transfers 
realignment  actions  to  the  Command  Group  Plans  and  Operations  Office  for 
implementation.  Wherever  troops  are  actually  relocated,  implementation  is 
directed  by  an  HQDA/TRADOC  movement  directive.  On  an  as-required  basis,  a 
separate  TRADOC  LOI  is  prepared  for  special  guidance  which  cannot  be  gleaned 
from  the  TRADOC  SOP  annexes  and  appendixes  covering  the  spectrum  of  functional 
area  action?  and  responsibilities  in  a  realignment  action.  Installations/ 
activities  review  the  CSJF,  incorporate  the  provisions  of  the  TRADOC  SOP,  and 
create  an  updated  and  validated  implementation  plan.  The  installation/ 
activity  commander  is  responsible  for  compiling,  validating,  and  maintaining 
an  up-to-date  implementation  plan,  coordinating  all  on-site  realignment 
actions,  and  preparing  after  action  reports  and  other  interim  reports- 
However,  the  Chief,  Plans  and  Operations  Office,  serves  as  the  TRADOC  HQ  point 
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of  contact  for  overall  staff  coordination  during  implementation  and  after 


action  phases* 

(4)  The  Department  of  the  Air  Force  has  major  control  and  moni¬ 
toring  done  by  the  MAJCOM.  HQAF  personnel  in  the  Basing  Divisions  keep 
informed  via  phone  cal  is  and  message  traffic*  The  MAJCOM  has  primary  respon¬ 
sibility  for  preparing  *■  quarterly  cost  and  manpower  report  while  the  realign¬ 
ment  action  is  in  process.  The  quarterly  report  coupled  with  phone  calls  and 
messages  provide  HQAF  with  enough  information  to  keep  adequately  posted  on 
status  of  Air  Force  realignment  actions.  No  other  reports  are  provided  to 
11QAF. 

e.  How  formal  are  the  MACOM  processes  and  how  uniform  are  the  CSJF 

factors? 

(1)  DARCOM  has  no  formal  directive  or  policy  statement  which 
governs  how  a  realignment  will  be  processed  through  the  command.  Precedent 
and  action  uniqueness  determine  the  process.  The  current  AR  5-10  is  used  as 
the  template,  and  all  data  are  assembled  to  meet  the  specified  formats.  There 
also  is  no  set  of  prescribed/updated  CSJF  planning  factors  maintained  by  the 
command.  Each  set  of  CSJF  calculations  is  based  on  Comptroller  Office  input 
matched  to  the  case-unique  costs  and  savings  elements.  There  is,  as  stated 
earlier,  an  internal  DARCOM  requirement  to  prepare  a  monthly  milestone  report 
on  actions  being  implemented.  This  meets  their  needs  for  internal  decision¬ 
making  and  adjustments.  Because  budget  and  programming  adjustments  from  rea¬ 
lignment  actions  were  accomplished  swiftly  once  the  realignment  decision  was 
announced,  DARCOM  HQ  has  had  no  need  to  track  actual  costs  and  savings  during 
the  implementation — only  milestone  status  was  relevant.  The  RRSR  quarterly 
report  is  now  a  requirement  which  DARCOM  will  comply  with. 
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(2)  FORSCOM  also  has  no  formal  directive  or  policy  statement 
which  prescribes  how  a  realignment  will  be  processed  through  the  command.  The 
FORSCOM  feeling  is  that  its  informal  policy  of  assigning  the  closure  study  and 
implementation  responsibility  to  the  Interested  office’s  domain  is  sufficient 
to  ensure  the  proper  interfaces  and  that  the  salient  issues  will  be  resolved 
thereby.  FORSCOM  does,  however,  publish  an  annual  handbook  of  planning  fac¬ 
tors^/  to  assist  action  officers  in  their  development  of  realignment  costs. 
There  is  no  internal  MACOM  requirement  for  milestone,  cost,  or  budgeting 
reports  that  pertain  to  the  realignment  actions  underway.  The  existing 
finance  and  accounting,  budget  and  programming  systems  are  already  adequate  to 
capture  the  adjustments  needed  to  support  the  COB  system.  The  weekly  and 
monthly  reporting  that  goes  on  during  an  implementat ion  is  based  on  specific 
case-unique  requests  and  is  mainly  useful  in  helping  the  action  officer  cap¬ 
ture  the  RRSR-requ ired  data  as  it  Is  developing ,  rather  than  imposing  a  sig¬ 
nificant  effort  on  the  installation  and  MACOM  personnel  at  the  end  of  the 
quarterly  reporting  period. 

(3)  TRADOC  publishes  an  SOP  booklet  which  prescribes  project 
responsibilities,  interface  requirements,  phasing  of  events,  reporting 
demands,  and  overall  MACOM  policy  on  the  realignment  process.  This  SOP  also 
includes  the  essence  of  the  implementation  plan  which  is  filled  in  at  the 
in8taliation/activi ty  level.  The  TRADOC  SOP  citea  other  reporting  respon¬ 
sibilities  to  be  executed  during  implementat ion:  Movement  Reports  to  HQDA, 
Monthly  Summary  of  Civilian  Personnel  Actions  to  Centralized  Referral  Activ¬ 
ity,  RRSR  to  HQDA,  Environmental  Mitigation  Report  to  HQDA,  and  unit  history 
input  to  the  US  Army  Center  of  Military  History.  HQ  TRADOC  also  Issues  an 

2/  DA,  FORSCOM,  DCSCOMPT,  FORSCOM  Cost  Factor  Handbook. 


annual  planning  factors  handbook  which  addresses  the  factors  to  be  used  In 

3/ 

calculating  realignment  action  costs  and  savings.— 

(4)  The  Air  Force  does  not  presently  have  an  SOP,  directive,  or 
manual  on  realignment  action  study  procedures,  responsibilities,  or  formats. 
The  practice  is  to  use  previously  completed  studies  as  the  templates  for  new 
studies.  Their  study  process  is  aligned  with  the  draft  DOD  manual  and  DOD 
guidance.  They  do  have  a  tracking  report  very  similar  in  format  to  the  cur¬ 
rent  RRSR  used  by  DA.  It  appears  that  the  Air  Force  was  first  in  instituting 
the  requirement  for  and  format  of  this  report.  This  is  somewhat  of  a  dichot¬ 
omy  that  Air  Force  should  be  first  to  require  such  a  report  and  subsequently 
be  the  first  to  consider  it  somewhat  of  an  unnecessary  burden.  Apparently  the 
Air  Force  was  using  this  report  as  a  means  of  doublechecking  their  estimates 
on  a  selected  case  basis.  Raving  satisfied  their  curiosity  and  concern  for 
accuracy,  they  are  now  rather  ambivalent  with  regard  to  requiring  these  data 
on  a  regular  basis. 

5.  Status  Today  and  Future  Changes.  The  MACOMs  have  participated 
actively  in  shaping  the  overall  methodology  by  which  they  are  required  to 
develop  a  CSJF.  This  was  achieved  through  participative  revision  of  AR  5-10 
under  which  all  CSJF  formats  are  prescribed  and  explained.  The  existence  of  a 
uniform  and  up-to-date  CSJF  format  greatly  aids  staffing  within  the  DA  ele¬ 
ments  and  adds  credibility  to  DA  studies  at  the  DOD  and  Congressional  levels. 
Internal  MACOM  staffing,  development,  phasing,  and  controlling  of  realignment 
actions  have  evolved  In  consonance  with  organizational  needs  and  mainstream 
functional  alignments.  Given  the  current  status  of  realignment  actions  and 
politics  (see  paragraph  3  of  the  main  paper),  it  appears  that  the  commands 

3/  DA,  TRADOC,  DCS,  Resource  Mgt,  TRADOC  Resource  Factor  Handbook* 
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will  not  be  Inclined  to  adjust  their  methods.  The  level  of  activity  and  the 
established  repositories  of  knowledge  and  responsibility  are  in  a  comfortable 
state  of  equilibrium  and  expertise.  If  there  is  an  intensi  f  ication  of 
realignment  study  activity,  It  is  certainly  conceivable  that  at  least  two  o£ 
the  Array  MACOMs  may  nave  to  adjust  their  Internal  processes  to  accommodate  the 
increased  demands.  This  is  not  to  indicate  that  they  will  be  required  to  or 
find  it  appropriate  to  write,  staff,  and  Issue  comprehensive  policies  and  pro¬ 
cedural  documents.  Rather,  they  may  have  to  reassess  CSJF-preparing  responsi¬ 
bilities  or  make  more  extensive  tasking  of  installations  for  participation  in 
the  preliminary  planning  and  justification  phases  of  candidate  actions.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  all  MACOMs  would  have  to  make  some  resource  shifts  to  accommodate  any 
significant  surge  in  study  activity  (e.g.,  to  embark  on  a  new  cycle  of  cross¬ 
service  realignment  studies).  If  the  Army  and  Air  Force  were  tasked  to  pre¬ 
pare  a  joint  service  CSJF,  the  DA  procedures,  factors,  and  data  availability 
would  certainly  place  DA  In  a  favorable  position  relative  to  the  Air  Force* s 
stated  time  phasing  and  resource  commitments.  Thus,  HQDA  should  not  be  too 
concerned  that  there  might  be  some  difficulty  meshing  with  or  adjusting  to  a 
cross-service  interface. 


LAST  PAGE  OF  ANNEX  A 


A- 1 A 


ANNEX  B 


METHODOLOGY  ASSESSMENT  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Paragraph  Page 


I 

Purpose 

B-l 

2 

Background 

B-l 

3 

Methodology — An  Overview 

B-2 

4 

Methodology — Focus  on  Specifics 

B-8 

5 

Critical  Elements 

B-14 

6 

Resource  Commitments 

B-18 

7 

Recommendations 

B-19 

Figure 

B-l 

Realignment  Process 

B-3 

B-2 

Major  Realignment  Activities  and  Responsible  Agents 

B-10 

B-3 

Analysis  of  Alternatives 

B-21 

B-4 

Evaluation  of  Alternatives 

B-22 

B-5 

Proposed  Milestone  Planning  Table 

B-2  4 

1. 

Purpose.  This  annex  presents  ESC’s  assessment  of 

the 

current  and 

revised 

process  for  realignment  studies  and  Implementation. 

It 

also  recora- 

mends  a 

few  further  changes  to  the  methodology  which  might 

be 

lmplemented 

without 

too  much  cost  or  disruption. 

2. 

Background.  In  accordance  with  the  ESC  Study  Plan, 

the 

project  team 

assessed  the  DA  method  for  conducting  realignment  studies.  ESC  had  expected 
that  there  would  be  some  major  improvements  which  should  be  made  to  the  exist¬ 
ing  study  methodology.  The  plan  was  then  to  recommend  implementation  of  those 
improvements  and  to  recommend  appropriate  adjustments  to  the  tracking  system. 
These  adjustments  would  be  designed  based  on  methodology  changes  and  ESC 
insights  into  the  tracking  system's  content  and  utility.  The  picture  which 
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finally  came  Into  focus  was  one  of  a  dynamic  process  of  realignment  study 
which  had  been  undergoing  change  even  as  it  was  being  evaluated.  After  thor¬ 
ough  study,  the  process/methodology  proved  to  have  very  little  need  of 
improvement.  The  major  sources  of  information  on  the  realignment  study  meth¬ 
odology  were  AR  5-10  (both  current  and  draft  revision),  previous  case  studies, 
and  interviews  with  WACOM  action  officers  and  UQDA  personnel.  The  ESC  method¬ 
ology  assessment,  then,  is  largely  an  indorsement  of  the  current  state  of  the 
process  and  a  discussion  of  the  evolutionary  forces  that  are  impacting  this 
process . 

3 .  Methodology—An  Overview. 

a.  Description  of  dynamics.  On  the  overview  level,  ESC  analysts  had 
anticipated  that  their  analysis  of  the  methodology  would  reveal  some  sequence, 
interface,  emphasis,  or  content  weaknesses  which,  if  resolved,  would  improve 
the  realignment  study  methodology.  This  broad-scoped  objective  required  that 
the  whole  process  be  simplified  to  its  essential  elements  to  facilitate  under¬ 
standing  and  to  subsequently  enable  more  focused  discussion.  The  diagram  at 
Figure  B-l  shows  the  sequence  of  key  events.  This  diagram  was  developed  after 
detailed  study  of  AR  5-10  and  after  analysis  of  several  past  realignment 
actions.  It  suggests  a  great  deal  about  the  nature  of  the  process  and  the 
forces  that  drive  it.  The  main  message  It  conveys  is  that  the  base  realign¬ 
ment  process  is  "driven"  by  cost  and  operational  factors  and  supplemented  by 
environmental  and  socio-economic  factors.  These  implications  are  developed  by 
tracing  the  process  sequentially  and  determining  when  the  various  factors  have 
their  greatest  impacts  (i.e.,  in  identifying  options  or  in  arriving  at  deci¬ 
sions).  The  discussion  in  the  next  five  subparagraphs  addresses  the  overall 
realignment  process  and  its  dynamics. 
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REALIGNMENT  PROCESS 


Figure  B-I 

(1)  The  proposed  realignment  action  is  Initiated  by  either  an 
operational  or  resource  economy  motive.  All  realignment  histories  researched 
during  this  project  were  Initiated  either  to  accommodate  operational  effi¬ 
ciency  improvements  or  to  achieve  some  savings  in  manpower  or  support 
resources.  This  is  to  say  that  none  of  these  actions  were  motivated  by 
Installation  or  HQ-level  wishes  to  favorably  influence  environmental  or  socio¬ 
economic  postures  in  the  communities  involved.  Thus,  the  economic  and  oper¬ 
ational  factors  were  found  to  influence  primarily  the  earlier  stages  of  the 
realignment  process.  These  factors  affect  the  design  of  the  proposed  alter¬ 
native;  they  shape  the  economic  justification  argument  subsequently  presented 
in  the  "realignment  summary,"  thereby  directly  influencing  the  decision. 
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(2 )  The  feasibility  study  process  consists  of  identifying, 
describing,  and  weighting  alternative  configurations  to  an  action  being  con¬ 
sidered,  The  feasibility  study  may  be  conducted  at  HQDA  without  MACOM  input 
or  at  MACOM  level  with  installation  Input.  The  result  of  the  process  is  a 
proposed  alternative  which  is  later  "justified”  in  the  more  detailed  CSJF.  In 
examining  Figure  B-l,  it  is  clear  that  the  feasibility  study  phase  is  a  key 

link  in  the  realignment  process.  If  all  reasonable  alternatives  are  not 

identified  and  considered  during  this  phase,  it  is  highly  likely  that  the 
process  will  have  to  recycle  to  accommodate  another  alternative  or  that  the 
action  will  terminate  here.  Once  the  argument  for  realignment  is  scrutinized 
in  an  economic  sense  based  on  input  from  installation  and  MACOM  operational 
and  resource  sources  (during  the  feasibility  study  phase),  the  proposed  alter¬ 
native  can  be  identified  and  a  DA  decision  rendered.  The  feasibility  study 
will  have  addressed  environmental  and  socio-economic  impacts  in  only  a  cursory 
manner — identifying  obvious  problem  areas  and  highlighting  controversial  non¬ 
cost  implications .  The  detailed  economic  and  environmental  data  must  be 

developed  by  subject-matter  experts  within  the  installations  and  commands; 
this  time-consuming  input  must  be  developed  in  detail  during  the  following 
CSJF  preparation  phase. 

(a)  The  feasibility  study’s  format  is  rather  free  form,  yet 
it  must  include  economic  data  for  alternatives  considered  and  must  present 

those  data  in  the  realignment  summary  iormat  that  subsequently  reappears  in 
the  CSJF.  As  the  revised  AR  5-10  will  require,  economic  aspects  of  all  alter¬ 
natives  must  be  arrayed  side  by  side.  The  new  format  also  requires  the  array¬ 
ing  and  ranking  of  noncost  factors  (operational,  environmental,  and  socio¬ 
economic  data)  to  facilitate  their  consideration  during  the  evaluation  of 


alternative  realignments. 


(b)  This  accommodation  of  noncost  factors  is  actually 
played  down  more  than  it  should  be  because  the  text  of  AR  5-10  emphasizes 
economic  viewpoints  and  does  not  provide  a  sample  realignment  summary  which 
ranks/evaluates  noncost  considerations  (24  such  considerations  are  listed  in 
the  revised  AR,  and  that  list  appears  comprehensive  and  relevant)*  This  more 
subjective  element  of  feasibility  studies  deserves  some  stronger  explanation 
in  the  text  and  a  more  detailed  example  among  the  graphics.  Paragraph  7  of 
this  annex  presents  a  suggested  way  of  handling  noncost  factors  earlier  in  the 
overall  realignment  process  and  giving  them  greater  weight  by  increasing  their 
clarity,  visibility,  and  significance  to  decision-makers. 

(3)  Development  of  the  CSJF  is  the  third  major  phase  of  the 
realignment  process.  The  groundwork  for  this  phase  has  been  accomplished  in 
the  feasibility  study  phase.  Once  the  feasibility  study  has  been  developed  at 
the  Installation  and  MACOM  levels,  it  is  forwarded  to  DA  for  decision.  If  DA 
agrees  that  the  candidate  action  has  high  potential  for  payoff,  the  MACOM  Is 
Instructed  to  develop  a  detailed  CSJF.  The  process  by  which  this  case  is 
developed  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  commands.  The  CSJF  format,  con¬ 
tent,  and  staffing  requirements  are  prescribed  in  AR  5-10.  When  assembled  and 
forwarded,  the  resulting  CSJF  Includes  the  realignment  summary  developed  in 
the  feasibility  study  (updated  and  refined),  the  environmental  assessment  data 
(as  required  to  terminate  environmental  process  or  preliminary  to  filing  of  a 
formal  EIS),  the  community  impact  data  (as  developed  through  appropriate 
installation — CERL  or  Department  of  Commerce  interface),  and  detailed  costs- 
savlngs  backup  material  If  the  case  breaks  the  10  US  Code  threshold^  It  Is 

\J  The  EIS  is  developed  by  either  the  MACOM  environmental  office,  the 
appropriate  USACE  district  office,  or  through  contract.  It  is  developed  con¬ 
currently  with  the  CSJF  documentation.  Community  impact  data  are  also  an  off¬ 
line  project  requiring  interface  and  support  (CERL's  EIFS  model  or  the  Depart¬ 
ment  Commerce,  BEA’s  RIMS  model), 
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during  the  CSJF  development  that  the  nuts  and  bolts  of  economic  justification 
are  ironed  out  and  that  the  details  of  noncost  implications  can  be  fleshed  in 
for  a  more  complete  portrayal  of  the  action  for  decision-making  purposes.  If 
these  noncost  factors  (other  than  operational  perspectives)  are  ever  to 
influence  an  action’s  configuration,  it  is  in  the  decision-making  phase  to 
come  that  it  will  impact — based  on  the  data  recorded  here  in  the  CSJF.  The 
ESC  study  team’s  assessment  of  the  CSJF  content  is  contained  in  paragraph  4  to 
this  annex.  Let  it  suffice  for  now  that,  although  the  CSJF  which  results  from 
the  realignment  process  just  described  is  too  large  and  unwieldy  for  decision¬ 
maker  use.  It  is  still  a  weJ l~docuraen ted,  comprehensive,  adequately  staffed 
(within  the  MACOM)  doviument  which  permits  thorough  staff  review  and  enhances 
technical  credibility. 

(4)  Staffing  and  review  of  the  completed  CSJF  are  described  in 
AR  5-10;  this  process  can  take  any  amount  of  time  from  days  to  years.  The 
channels  are  prescribed;  It  is  the  duration  of  the  process  that  is  indefinite. 
The  various  detail  sections  of  the  CSJF  are  formatted  to  facilitate  this  staf¬ 
fing  and  review  phase.  By  having  the  applicable  information  arrayed  in  tabu¬ 
lations  appropriate  to  their  particular  areas  of  Interest,  such  staff  elements 
as  COA,  OCE,  and  DCSPER  can  more  readily  and  assuredly  review  the  candidate 
action. 

(a)  These  reviews  consist  primarily  of  validating  such 
items  as  costs  and  savings,  budget  impacts,  community  impact  analyses,  the 
existence  of  an  adequate  audit  trail,  construction  requirements  and  avoidances 
calculations,  envi ronmental  doeuroentat ion  adequacy,  Homeowners'  Assistance 
Program  computations,  DOD  housing  requirements  accuracy,  Congressional  613 
reports,  manpower  data  and  analyses  adequacy,  an  adequate  audit  trail  on 


manpower  changes,  and  consistency  between  end-strength  and  man-year  data. 

* 

Some  of  these  detailed  formats  are:  one-time  costs/cost  avoidance  ($rail)  for 
each  Installation  affected,  resource  summary,  real  property  occupied,  item/ 
cost  explanation  sheets,  energy  resource  impact  assessment  sheets,  budget 
impacts  due  to  realignment,  costs  and  savings  by  appropriation/budget  activ¬ 
ity,  facilities  costs,  facilities  cost  avoidance,  construction  required,  real 
property  acreage  data. 

(b)  EEO  summaries,  community  impact  assessments,  and  envi¬ 
ronmental  impact  data  are  required  in  separately  and  clearly  specified  formats 
for  inclusion  in  the  CSJF  package  and  for  separate  perusal  by  appropriate  pro¬ 
ponents  (e.g.,  EEO  Action  Agency,  COE). 

(c)  Although  these  special-interest,  narrow-locus  formats 
swell  the  volume  of  the  CSJF  document,  they  contain  necessary  detailed  backup 
work  which  must  be  performed  to  develop  the  summary  data  presented  in  the 
realignment  summary  which  caps  the  CSJF  documentation.  These  supporting  data 
are  not  necessary  for  the  decision-maker’s  analysis,  but  they  should  be  for¬ 
warded  throughout  staffing  as  a  catalyst  to  proponent  comment.  Only  the  pro¬ 
ponent  recommendation  and  the  realignment  summary  are  required  by  the 
decision-maker  unless  the  case  is  large  enough  to  break  the  10  US  Code  thresh¬ 
old*  In  such  cases,  all  documentation  is  required,  but  does  not  need  to  be 
bound  into  a  single  volume. 

(5)  As  implied  by  Figure  B-l,  the  decision  phase  of  the  action 
results  in  one  of  three  actions:  recycle  to  address  a  new  alternative,  status 
quo  concerning  the  candidate  installation,  or  implement  the  proposed  action. 
Also  as  indicated  in  the  graphic,  the  Implement  decision  may  well  trigger  the 
envi roiunental  and  socio-economic  impacts  projected  during  development  of  the 


detailed  CSJF 
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b.  Process  in  perspective.  The  process  just  described  has  been 
evolving  both  in  detail  and  in  general*  It  appears  to  have  some  intrinsic 
flexibility  which  enables  management  to  refine  segments  of  the  process  without 
sacrificing  expertise,  efficiency,  or  effectiveness.  It  seems  appropriate  to 
the  problems  and  challenges  of  base  structuring  tluit  cost  and  operational 
factors  should  take  precedence  over  environmental  and  socio-economic 
factors.  It  also  seems  proper  that  these  noncost  factors  should  be  identified 
and  estimated  as  early  as  possible  and  that  they  should  be  developed  In  detail 
at  the  same  time  the  CSJF  is  being  assembled.  By  keeping  environmental, 
socio-economic,  and  operational  expertise  requirements  outside  the  realm  of 
developing  the  economic  jus t i f icat ions ,  DA  is  attempting  to  avoid  unnecessary 
duplication  of  effort.  As  it  is,  planning  factors  are  constantly  being 
revised,  the  envi ronrnen tal  and  economic  Impact  estimating  processes  are  evolv¬ 
ing  independently,  and  DA  and  OSD  are  standardizing  certain  policies  and  docu¬ 
mentation  requirements.  Considering  the  significant,  if  not  overwhelming, 
impact  of  politics  on  ultimate  decisions,  it  would  probably  be  wasteful  to  go 
any  further  in  refining  the  process.  The  only  components  of  methodology  which 
might  deserve  refinement  are  those  which  focus  on  minimizing  the  volume  of 
material  required  for  developing  the  decision  package  (i.e.,  work  on  those 
that  contribute  some  more  efficient  way  of  summarizing  decision-influencing 
information).  The  following  paragraph  will  mention  a  few  possibilities  along 
these  lines. 

4*  Methodology — Focus  on  Specifics.  The  overview  discussion  in  para¬ 
graph  3  above  is  addressed  to  the  general  realignment  process  viewed  from  the 
macro  perspective.  This  discussion  of  the  same  process  is  focused  more  on  the 
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micro  level  of  Information  and  hence  promises  to  produce  more  fine-tuning  of 
recommendations  than  sweeping  changes. 

a.  CSJF  methodology.  The  overall  process  of  initiating,  conducting, 
evaluating,  deciding,  and  implementing  realignment  actions  has  been  discussed 
and  given  high  marks.  The  more  detailed  CSJF  methodology  Is  a  highly  struc¬ 
tured  exercise  that  relies  on  proper  and  efficient  communication  within  and 
among  MACOMs.  There  is  a  tremendous  requirement  for  data  input  from  elements 
throughout  the  installations  involved  and  the  MACOM  staff  that  reviews  and 
perhaps  compiles  the  CSJF.  To  get  a  sense  of  the  levels  of  part icipa tion  and 
their  sequence.  Figure  B-2  reviews  the  realignment  process  in  more  detail  than 
did  Figure  B-l .  The  following  subparagraphs  cover  some  salient  points  that 
pertain  to  or  can  be  inferred  from  the  information  arrayed  in  this  table. 

(1)  The  impetus  for  realignment  can  come  from  any  echelon.  It 
can  be  proposed  by  an  installation  that  a  major  realignment  is  required  for 
operational  reasons.  Or,  MACOM,  DA,  or  OSD  can  Initiate  investigation  into 
resource-saving  realignment  concepts. 

(2)  The  first  major  step  toward  realignment  is  to  conduct  the 
feasibility  study.  This  is  developed  by  either  the  installation,  the  MACOM, 
or  HQDA.  (See  Command  Differences  discussion  in  Annex  A).  This  step  requires 
collection  of  raw  data  from  several  installations — as  many  as  required  to 
scope  the  relative  Impacts  of  various  alternative  realignments.  AR  5-10 
generalizes  with  regard  to  this  phase  and  states  that  2  weeks  is  the  typical 
elapsed  time  for  a  feasibility  study.  F0RSC0M  recommends  a  more  generous  12- 
week  period.  The  gross-level  economic  and  noncost  impacts  of  the  proposed 
realignment  serve  as  the  basis  for  a  DA  decision  on  the  feasibility  study.  DA 
decides  that  the  proposal  either  does  or  does  not  hold  enough  promise  to 


justify  further  study.  Another  possibility  is  that  DA  might  decide  to  conduct 
another  feasibility  study  considering  alternatives  other  than  those  addressed 


in  the  initial  cut.  Although  the  current  guidance  for  development  of  a 
feasibility  study  allows  a  full  and  effective  comparison  of  alternatives  for 
ranking  and  decision-maker  consideration,  the  format  could  be  improved  to 
provide  equal  visibility  for  all  key  cost  and  noncost  factors  and  to  allow  for 
more  meaningful  weighting  and  ranking  presentations.  See  paragraph  7  for 
recommendations • 

MAJOR  REALIGNMENT  ACTIVITIES  AND  RESPONSIBLE  AGENTS 


Figure  B-2 
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(3)  Once  the  data  for  all  alternatives  are  arrayed,  a  preferred 


alternative  is  selected  by  HQDA  or  by  the  MACOM  for  decision  by  HQDA.  From 
here  on  out,  it  is  this  preferred  alternative  that  all  discussions,  contro¬ 
versy,  and  calculations  revolve  around* 

(4)  The  next  step  is  for  DA  to  decide  whether  or  not  to  develop 
a  detailed  study  of  the  recommended  realignment  action.  If  there  is  a  deci¬ 
sion  to  study,  this  is  announced  by  DA  after  obtaining  OSD  clearance  or  it  may 
be  announced  by  OSD. 

(5)  Preparation  of  the  CSJF  follows  the  methods  described  in 
Annex  A  (Command  Differences).  That  Is  to  say,  that  the  MACOM  uses  its  own 
established  internal  process  for  developing  the  CSJF.  However,  regardless  of 
whether  the  job  is  done  by  a  special  project  team  or  in  an  established 
organizational  element,  the  same  data  items  must  be  collected,  arrayed, 
factored,  projected,  summarized,  and  Interpreted.  Each  MACOM  (or  armed 
service)  has  its  own  means  of  developing  up-to-date  projections  and  costs  and 
savings  estimates.  The  record  shows  that  these  methods  are  extremely 
effective — especially  when  the  action  is  scheduled  to  take  place  over  a  brief 
time  span.  The  data  required  to  calculate  those  input  critical  to  the 
decision  (see  paragraph  5  for  discussions  of  critical  elements)  are  generally 
available  through  established  information  systems  within  the  commands  or  at 
the  installations.  The  manpower,  one-time  costs  and  savings,  and  construction 
data  are  not  particularly  difficult  for  an  experienced  action  officer  to 
calculate.  The  difficulty  comes  in  establishing  a  baseline  figure  and  date 
for  the  data  and  holding  them  constant  throughout  the  CSJF  process.  Only  in 
this  way  can  decision-makers  have  any  confidence  in  the  calculations  and 
projections.  And,  only  with  a  well-defined  baseline  can  effective  tracking  be 
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accomplished  during  Imp! omenta t Ion. 


(6)  When  the  entire  CSJF  package  is  developed,  possibly  8-9 
months  after  initial  candidacy,  it  is  forwarded  from  the  MACOM  to  the  ARSTAF 
proponent  for  staffing.  By  this  time,  the  package  is  extremely  bulky,  200-400 
pages,  and  includes  the  real Ignment  summary,  the  applicable  environmental 
documentation,  the  community  impact  projections,  the  EEO  assessment  informa¬ 
tion,  and  several  covering  letters  and  draft  announcements.  The  proponent 
staffs  the  package  through  the  various  functional  areas  (e.g.,  DCSL.0G,  DCSOPS, 
DCSPER,  COA),  gets  their  concurrence  or  nonconcurrence,  and  forwards  the  pack¬ 
age  to  the  SA  for  decision.  DM  conducts  an  independent  analysis  and  makes 
recommendations  to  CSA.  Once  a  decision  is  made — and  this  could  take  from 
days  to  months — it  is  announced. 

(7)  If  the  HQDA  decision  is  to  implement,  the  MACOM  and  instal¬ 
lation  managers  must  prepare  an  implementation  plan  or  LOI  which  establishes 
milestones  for  implementation  and  includes  detailed  and  phased  guidance  for 
real ignment .  This  plan  is  developed  as  discussed  in  Annex  A  (Command  Dif¬ 
ference)  and  Is  often  prepared  based  on  a  standardized  format  which  includes 
typical  actions  required  to  real ign/close  a  base.  TRADOC  realignments  must 
coordinate  course  schedules  with  realignment  actions,  DARCOM  must  coordinate 
production  schedules  and  weapons  systems  adjustments  with  realignment  actions, 
and  FORSCQM  must  coordinate  scheduling  and  phasing  from  losing  to  gaining 
Installations  that  cross  MACOM  organizational  lines. 

(8)  Execution  of  the  developed  implementation  plan  is  generally 
conducted  at  the  installation  level,  often  supplemented  by  a  special  realign¬ 
ment  team  which  monitors  the  action  In  conjunction  with  the  installation  com¬ 
mander.  Decisions  required  to  compensate  for  Implementation  plan  shortfalls 
or  unexpected  extraneous  Impacts  are  generally  made  at  the  installation  or 
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implementation  team  level  and  sometimes  require  MACOM  concurrence  when  more 
than  one  installation  is  involved  or  when  major  resource  adjustments  impact  on 
program  budgets  or  construction  plans.  The  case  histories  researched  by  ESC 
showed  that  short  duration  plans  generally  are  executed  on  time  or  early  and 
that  the  longer  the  duration  of  implementation,  the  more  adjustments  and  more 
coordination  are  required  along  the  way. 

(9)  As  it  now  stands,  there  is  a  requirement  for  a  quarterly 
status  report  which  compares  projected  expenditures  with  actual  data  and  sup¬ 
plies  updated  estimates  of  final  costs  and  savings  leveLs.  This  ‘’tracking*’ 
report  is  discussed  in  Annex  C  which  recommends  replacement  of  the  current 
system  with  a  more  useful,  less  resource-expensive  requirement.  The  existing 
reporting  requirement  has  been  in  effect  since  April  1979  and  has  essentially 
corroborated  the  overall  Army  CSJF  methodology.  Based  on  ESC  concerns  and  COA 
agreement,  the  revised  AR  5-10  calls  for  milestone-related  reporting  at  times 
set  by  the  MACOMs.  This  is  motivated  by  HQDA  concern  that  data  will  be 
collected  while  the  action  is  underway.  This  is  an  improvement  but  does  not 
go  far  enough.  Any  useful  on-going  ’’tracking”  system  should  serve  a  more 
realistic  management  function  than  ensuring  the  collection  of  data.  It  should 
be  noted  that  one  GAO  representative  recently  stated  his  opposition  to  any 

tracking  requirement — insisting  that  a  rigorous  estimating  process  is  suffi- 

2  / 

cient  and  that  any  further  mandatory  reporting  is  not  cost-effective—' 

b.  CSJF  evaluation.  The  CSJF  that  results  from  the  methodology 
described  above  is  detailed  to  the  point  that  it  is  debatable  if  such  a  tight 
focus  is  appropriate.  Nevertheless,  backing  off  might  appear  to  be  evasion, 

2/  SOURCE:  Telephone  conversation,  30  March  1981,  between  Mr.  Joe 
Kelly,  GAO  Procurement,  Logistics,  and  Readiness  Division,  Facilities  Acquisi¬ 
tion  and  Management  Branch  and  Ms.  Jill  Davis,  ESC  project  team. 
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and  the  process  has  developed  to  a  point  of  sophistication  that  tampering  with 
the  backup  data  might  shake  command-level  confidence  in  the  process.  The 
accuracy  speaks  for  itself. 

5.  Critical  Elements.  At  the  outset  of  this  project,  the  ESC  research 
team  planned  to  review  the  CSJF  elements  being  used  to  justify  a  realignment, 
to  review  the  realignment  problem  and  isolate  any  critical  elements  not  being 
considered,  and  to  recommend  a  means  of  revising  the  methodology  to  include 
same.  After  reviewing  the  various  types  of  realignments  in  concept  and 
detail,  the  team  found  that  the  critical  elements  being  used  to  justify  the 
proposed  realignments  were  in  fact  comprehensive  and  not  in  need  of  revision. 
Although  there  are  myriad  calculations  and  estimates  included  within  the  CSJF 
documentation,  there  are  only  a  few  summary  type  figures  which  represent  crit¬ 
ical  elements.  These  are,  In  fact,  those  which  are  included  in  the  “realign¬ 
ment  summary** — a  report  which  is  initially  prepared  in  the  feasibility  study 
and  which  Is  revised  and  corroborated  during  the  detailed  CSJF  preparation. 
Although  the  critical  elements  vary  from  action  to  action,  they  almost  always 
represent  some  mix  of  manpower  costs  and  savings,  one-time  costs  and  savings, 
and  MCA  costs  and  cost  avoidances.  The  nature  of  the  organization  being 
realigned  and  the  extent  of  realignment,  of  course,  dictate  which  is  the  key 
element.  But,  some  balance  of  these  factors  must  result  in  a  7-10  year  pay¬ 
back  period,  or  the  costs  incurred  must  clearly  be  worth  the  Increase  in 
operational  ct f ect iveness  to  be  gained  by  the  proposed  realignment. 

a.  Manpower  shifts.  Having  looked  at  several  examples,  it  appears 
that  manpower  shifts  generally  account  fot  the  single  largest  and  most  readily 
documented  or  substantiated  costs  and  savings. 
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(1)  The  impact  of  civilian  personnel  cuts  is  rather  easy  to  cal¬ 
culate  over  the  short  terra  and  easy  to  trace  in  terms  of  jobs  eliminated  or 
positions  transferred.  Over  the  longer  range,  say  2  or  3  years,  it  is  much 
more  difficult  to  assert  what  value  should  be  attributed  to  the  costs  and  cost 
avoidances  resulting  from  civilian  manpower  shifts*  There  is  no  doubt,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  amount  saved  will  not  be  less  on  an  annual  basis  than  salaries 
and  support  expenditures  at  the  time  of  the  realignment.  Thus,  initial  man¬ 
power  savings  are  clear  and  calculable  at  first — they  are  equally  clear  but 
much  less  quantifiable  on  a  recurring  basis.  One  key  question  relates  to  this 
issue.  “how  long  can  one  continue  to  count  spaces  eliminated  as  savings? 
Indefinitely?  5  years?"  And,  a  related  question  is  "Should  those  cost  avoid¬ 
ances  be  stated  in  constant  dollars  or  in  inflated  dollars?" 

(2)  Savings  resulting  from  transfer  or  reassignment  of  military 
personnel  raise  another  issue  which  cannot  be  ignored.  Are  MPA  savings  actual 
dollar  savings?  Or,  do  they  merely  represent  an  opportunity  to  increase  effi¬ 
ciency  or  ef fectiveness  without  adding  to  the  manpower  level?  Because  this 
MPA  expense  item  has  been  accepted  by  the  GAO  and  Congress  and  because  DA  and 
Air  Force  find  it  a  convenient  way  of  placing  a  value  on  operational  effi¬ 
ciency,  ESC  does  not  question  the  propriety  of  using  MPA  to  increase  the 
amount  of  costs  and  cost  avoidances  represented  by  a  proposed  realignment. 
But,  it  must  be  acknowledged  that  this  factor  often  is  the  key  critical  ele¬ 
ment  (especially  in  FORSCOM  actions)  in  an  action  and  that  DA  may  not  actually 
spend  less  as  a  result  of  realigning  many  active  duty  troops;  it  may  be 
realigning  them  to  perform  some  higher  priority  function  at  another  location 


or  organization. 


(3)  AR  3-10  states  the  thresholds  for  realignments  requiring 
CSJF  documentation  (as  expressed  in  10  US  Code  and  lesser  levels  as  required 
by  OSD).  Because  of  these  thresholds  and  because  it  does  not  take  very  long 
to  offset  manpower  savings  of  such  volume,  manpower  shifts  often  constitute 
the  main  critical  element  with  which  a  decision-maker  must  be  concerned.  It 
Is  around  these  data  that  all  community  impact  and  many  environmental  impact 
data  revolve.  Those  noncost  factors,  however,  do  not  of  themselves  Lend  to 
initiate  an  action  or  persuade  decision-makers  to  approve  or  disapprove  a  pro¬ 
posed  realignment.  They  serve  more  as  a  basis  for  EAC  intervention  or  tor 
public  opposition;  they  prepare  DA  and  OSD  by  identifying  the  Armyfs  vulner¬ 
ability  to  implementation  setbacks. 

b.  One-time  costs.  The  one-time  costs  of  realignments  are  also  a 
major  critical  element.  Unless  significant  MCA  expenses  are  to  be  incurred, 
uowever,  their  main  function  is  in  their  interaction  with  manpower  costs  and 
savings  to  determine  the  number  of  years  required  for  payback.  In  many  larger 
actions,  this  is  a  moot  point,  since  the  payback  period  may  be  1  year  or  less 
and  doubling  one-time  costs  may  result  in  making  the  payback  period  only 
J  1/2  to  2  years — still  justifying  the  realignment  with  room  to  spare.  Thus, 
one-time  costs  (a  category  including  such  items  as  severance  pay,  unused  leave 
pay,  relocation  costs,  homeowners*  assistance  costs,  transportation  of  mate¬ 
riel)  may  constitute  a  very  tedious  category  to  calculate,  but  it  also  may  be 
of  such  insignificance  that  it  will  permit  overruns  of  several  hundred  percent 
without  changing  the  decision  on  the  realignment. 

c.  Essential  MCA  costs.  Whenever  there  is  a  requirement  to  build 
new  facilities  before  a  realignment  can  be  implemented,  the  MCA  is  considered 
"essential"  to  the  action.  Given  current  construction  costs,  it  takes  many 
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mair-years  of  effort  saved  to  offset  a  large  MCA  project  within  the  desired 
7-10-year  payback  period.  Obviously  the  most  difficult  decisions  are  those 
which  involve  significant  manpower  reductions  but  require  relatively  large  MCA 
construction  projects  In  order  to  accomplish  implementation.  The  long  lead 
time  required  to  program  for  such  projects  also  serves  to  mitigate  against 
implementat ion  in  such  cases  because  it  allows  so  much  time  for  groups,  on 
either  side  of  the  controversy,  to  counter  the  arguments  and  interpretations 
of  the  opposing  cons t i tuency .  Another  problem  of  cost  avoidance  is  that  of 
deciding  which  particular  projected  MCA  projects  can  legitimately  be  used  to 
offset  new  construction  or  increased  manpower  levels.  There  certainly  is  some 
justification  for  allowing  such  considerations ,  but  the  practice  is  fraught 
with  opportunities  for  abuse.  In  the  past,  CSJF  calculations  of  savings  (based 
on  construction  avoided)  sometimes  were  controversial.  Projects  which  had 
been  listed  in  the  FYDP  for  many  years  but  had  never  actually  moved  toward 
construction  were  sometimes  used  as  the  basis  for  cost  avoidance  calculations. 
In  recent  years,  however,  this  practice  of  loading  unlikely  MCA  projects  into 
the  cost  avoidance  category  has  diminished  significantly  under  close  scrutiny 
and  clearly  stated  policies.  The  standards  DA  now  uses  in  evaluating  these 
projects  are  so  rigorous  that  they  have  effectively  closed  this  loophole. 

d.  Other  factors.  Although  It  might  be  possible  to  construct  a 
hypothetical  realignment  action  in  which  some  other  factor  is  a  driving  force, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  develop  any  other  methodology  for  handling  such  a  case. 
ESC  analysts  think  that  the  existing  and  soon-to-be-revised  methodology  can 
readily  be  adapted  to  accommodate  a  unique  situation.  After  all,  with  so  many 
CSJFs  in  draft  form  now  addressing  so  many  of  the  Army’s  few  remaining 
Installations,  the  methodology  can  already  be  said  to  accommodate  the  vast 


preponderance  of  imminent  candidates  for  realignment.  The  existing  formats 
and  methods  of  calculation  appear  well  suited  to  handling  all  the  elements  of 
expense  which  the  established  finance  and  accounting  systems  currently  record. 

6.  Resource  Commitments.  As  explained  in  Annex  A  (Command  Differences), 
there  are  vast  ranges  in  resources  committed  to  developing  the  CSJF  documenta¬ 
tion  and  to  activating  the  entire  realignment  process.  The  variables  in  this 
feature  of  the  realignment  process  seem  easily  in  line  with  the  variations  in 
the  actions  themselves.  For  example,  the  time  it  takes  to  develop  a  feasibil¬ 
ity  study,  CSJF,  environmental  assessment,  and  community  impact  assessment  is 
related  to  the  size  of  the  installation,  the  type  of  realignment  being  pro¬ 
posed,  and  the  number  of  persons  assigned  to  conduct  the  study  effort. 
Because  the  MACOMs  have  not  collected  historical  data  on  the  resources  com¬ 
mitted  to  CSJF  development,  the  ESC  study  team  had  no  data  on  which  to  base  or 
estimate  an  average  cost  or  project  duration.  The  MACOMs  and  the  Air  Force 
wore  cooperative  in  providing  estimates  of  resources,  but  these  were  based  on 
individual  memories  and  general  impressions  rather  than  on  documented  informa- 
t  ion . 

a.  Although  there  is  no  real  need  to  know  how  much  It  generally 
co  ts  or  how  long  it  takes  to  produce  a  CSJF,  there  has  been  increasing  curi¬ 
osity  concerning  this  point.  There  is  a  danger,  however,  that  if  such  data 
were  collected,  there  would  he  pressure  to  impose  limitations  based  on  aver¬ 
ages.  This  would  be  most  unrealistic,  given  the  vast  ranges  among  the  dif¬ 
ferent  types  and  sizes  of  actions  and  the  types  and  sizes  of  organizations 
involved.  Nevertheless,  some  ballpark  figures  would  probably  help  DA 
decision-makers  when  they  are  contemplating  both  initial  formal  studies  or  a 
renewed  cycle  of  realignment  actions. 
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b.  The  current  process  does  not  require  collection  of  cost,  man¬ 
hour,  or  elapsed  time  information.  It  would  be  possible,  without  much  extra 
effort,  to  institute  a  system  for  collecting  and  reporting  resource  commitment 
information.  This  would  be  achieved  by  requiring  that  the  information  be 
gathered  as  the  feasibility  study,  CSJF,  and  implementation  plan  (as  well  as 
EIS  and  community  impact  assessment  documentation)  are  being  developed  and 
requiring  that  it  be  submitted  to  DM  when  completed  and  forwarded  for  staffing 
or  information.  Once  the  decisions  are  rendered,  the  data  would  be  recorded 
at  DM.  The  result  would  be  a  rapid  development  of  some  average,  planning- 
level  factors  which  would  not  be  suitable  for  use  as  production  standards. 

c.  Along  with  other  suggestions,  the  following  paragraph  contains  a 
specific  recommendation  for  a  way  of  collecting  and  recording  meaningful  data 
on  the  resources  required  to  conduct  the  realignment  study  and  implementation 
process. 

7.  Recommendations .  ESC  recommends  that  the  methodology  prescribed  for 
realignment  actions  be  updated  as  proposed  in  the  AR  5-10  revisions  now  being 
prepared  for  issuance.  The  three  specific  methodology  changes  suggested  in 
this  paragraph  are  proposed  as  being  appropriate  for  inclusion  in  an  official 
’’change”  or  addendum.  These  changes  should  first  be  staffed  through  the 
various  MACOM  and  DA  Staff  element  principals. 

a.  Put  more  emphasis  on  the  feasibility  study.  As  shown  in  Figure 
B-l,  the  feasibility  study  phase  is  a  necessary  prerequisite  to  all  detailed 
CSJF  efforts.  There  are  certain  calculations  and  data  collection  tasks 
inherent  in  developing  the  feasibility  study.  The  better  and  more  comprehen¬ 
sive  the  feasibility  study,  the  more  likely  it  is  that  the  alternative 
proposed  therein  will  be  approved  for  conduct  of  a  detailed  CSJF.  Thus,  it  is 
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desirable  that  the  text  of  paragraph  4-4  in  A ft  5-10  be  revised  to  Include 
stronger  wording  as  to  how  essential  a  well-documented  feasibility  is  to  a 
successful  realignment  effort.  Specifically,  the  first  sentence  is  weak,  and 
the  importance  of  fully  developed  alternatives  is  not  mentioned  in  the  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  feasibility  study. 

(1)  The  first  sentence  of  paragraph  4-4  is  ’’Experience  gained 
from  previous  realignment  studies  Indicates  that  preparation  of  realignment 
documents t ion  may  be  simplified  by  completing  an  initial  feasibility  study  to 
determine  the  feasibility  of  an  action  and  alternatives  under  consideration.’* 
This  sentence  should  he  deleted  and  replaced  with  something  more  forceful 
(e.g.,  "Previous  realignment  studies  indicate  that  an  initial  feasibility 
study  is  an  essential  screening  phase  for  candidate  realignments  prior  to 
devoting  resources  to  a  more  extensive  CSJF  effort.’’). 

(2)  The  repeated  recycling  of  CSJH  efforts  Lo  add  new  alterna¬ 
tives  proves  the  value  of  having  the  initial  feasibility  study  include  as  many 
reasonable  alternatives  as  possible  and  arraying  all  data  (both  cost  and  non¬ 
cost)  with  equal  detail  and  emphasis.  This  idea  should  be  incorporated  into 
the  text  of  paragraph  4-4  in  AR  5-10.  The  format  for  discussion  of  alterna¬ 
tives  should  also  be  changed  to  increase  the  visibility  of  noncost  factors  in 
the  presentation  and  consideration  of  alternatives.  Figures  B-3  and  B-4  are 
formats  recommended  to  replace  Figure  A-l  of  the  revised  AK  5-10.  This  would 
essentially  constitute  a  revision  of  one  of  the  realignment  summary  formats. 

b*  Institute  a  system  for  gatnering  realignment  process  data.  ESC 
project  analysts  recommend  that,  if  DM  is  seriously  interested  in  collecting 
cost  and  other  resource  data  regarding  the  realignment  study  and  implementa¬ 
tion  process,  they  should  institute  a  system  for  gathering  such  data  while  it 
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is  available*  The  best  way  for  doing  this  would  be  to  inform  the  MACOMs  that 
man-year,  duration,  and  cost  data  will  be  reported  for  ail  "new"  feasibility 
study,  CSJF,  and  implementation  plan  efforts.  These  data  would  be  due  at  the 
time  the  subject  document  is  forwarded  to  DM  for  either  decision  or  informa¬ 
tion  purposes.  Information  concerning  actions  not  approved  and  implemented 
would  be  equally  as  useful  as  that  for  approved  cases,  and  it  would  not  take 
too  long  to  develop  some  accurate  summary  data*  It  should  be  noted,  however, 
that  the  totals  are  useful  for  DM  purposes,  but  subtotals  should  not  be  for¬ 
warded  to  HQDA.  The  component  subtotal  information  should  be  useful  to  MACOM 
planners  in  the  development  of  CSJF  study  and  milestone  schedules. 

ANALYSIS  OF  ALTERNATIVES 

A.  Discussion  of  Alternatives 

(1)  Alternative  A 

a.  Description 

b.  Accomplishments  Expected 

c.  Advantages  and  Disadvantages 

d.  Major  Function  Impact 

(2)  Alternative  B 

(3)  Alternative  C 

B.  Assumptions  and  Limitations 

C.  Evaluation  of  Alternatives 

(1)  Tabular  display  of  values 

(2)  Tabular  display  of  ranks 

(3)  Detailed  discussion  of  tabular  values 

D.  Sensitivity  Analysis 

E*  Conclusions/Recommendat ions 

Figure  B-3 
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EVALUATION  OF  ALTERNATIVES 


(1)  Figure  4-1  of  A R  5-10  lists  typical  realignment  events  and 
indicates  the  estimated  number  of  weeks  required  to  accomplish  these  milestone 
actions  for  various  types  of  realignments  (i.e.,  those  with  and  without  EISs). 
ESC  recommends  that  these  estimates  and  various  categories  of  effort  be  elimi¬ 
nated  from  the  figure  and  that  It  be  used  only  as  a  checklist  of  typical 
events.  The  estimates  indicated  are  not  typical  of  the  cases  ESC  analysts 
researched  and  do  not  coincide  very  closely  with  the  information  provided  by 
MACOM  experts.  The  only  figure  that  agrees  with  ESC’s  research  findings  is 
the  estimated  total  number  of  weeks  in  the  process.  Thus,  the  figure  is  con¬ 
fusing  because  it  totals  events  that  overlap  and  are  concurrent,  those  that 
are  essential,  and  those  that  are  optional.  Obviously  a  PERT  or  CPM  diagram 
or  even  a  Gantt  display  would  be  a  more  effective  means  of  presenting  this 
information.  A  format  such  as  that  shown  in  Figure  B-5  would  be  more  useful 
than  the  current  table  and  would  serve  the  purpose  of  emphasizing  the  need  for 
milestone  planning  as  a  means  of  phasing  and  scheduling  the  study  and  imple¬ 
mentation  efforts.  The  text  of  paragraph  4-3,  Milestone  Planning,  should  then 
be  revised  to  be  more  general.  Rather  than  saying  "Figure  4-1  provides  sug¬ 
gested  milestone  planning  schedules  for  reportable  action,"  the  paragraph 
should  read  something  like  this:  "Figure  4-1  lists  some  key  project  events 
which  should  be  considered  when  planners  schedule  realignment  actions.  These 
events  should  be  phased  at  MACOM  or  installation  level  using  PERT,  CPM,  or 
Gantt  diagrams  based  on  MACOM  experience  factors  that  apply  to  the  particular 
case  attributes." 

(2)  The  events  and  milestones  listed  in  Figures  4-1  and  A-8, 
respectively,  should  at  least  be  stated  in  comparable  terras.  For  example,  the 
first  item  In  Figure  4-1  is  "Initiate  study/define  object ives/ ident i fy 
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PROPOSED  MILESTONE  PLANNING  TABLE 


Documentation  Requlred/Ma jor  Events  MACQM  En^ter  Plarmlng  Factors 

Conduct  Feasibility  Study 

Forward  Notice  of  Intent  to  HQDA  Staff 
Proponent 

Begin  US AAA  Audlt/USAAA  Validate  Assumptions 

Conduct  Detailed  Reportable  Realignment 
Study  or  CSJF 

Conduct  Environmental  Assessment/Publish 
Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 

Staff  Through  MACOM 

Revise  Documentation 

Staff  Through  HQDA 

Prepare  Final  Document 

USAAA  Completes  Report 

Prepare  and  File  DEIS 

Congressional  Review  and  Public  Hearings 
Revise  Documents 
File  FEIS 

Staif  Through  HQDA  and  OSD /Decision/ 

Announcement /Record  Decision 

Total  Time  19-44  weeks 


Figure  B-5 
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alternatives/establish  assumptions/start  housing  survey."  It  probably  should 


be  changed  to  say  "Conduct  feasibility  study."  Then  it  would  correspond  to 
the  first  milestone  entry  of  Figure  A-8,  “Feasibility  study  completion.”  The 
two  tables  need  not  have  a  direct  one-to-one  relationship;  but,  wherever 
events  and  milestones  pertain  to  the  same  actions,  they  should  be  referred  to 
in  the  same  terminology  and  should  use  the  same  number  of  entries  to  address 
the  starts  and  stops  of  the  process. 

c.  Reduce  size  of  document.  ESC  analysts  found  the  CSJF  package 
overwhelmingly  bulky  and  intimidating  to  anyone  not  already  expert  in  review¬ 
ing  such  matters.  It  was  even  unwieldy  to  those  expert  at  interpreting 
realignment  studies.  It  seems  that  some  purpose  would  be  served  in  always 
binding  the  document  into  two  separate  volumes  regardless  of  the  10  US  Code 
thresholds.  The  first  should  contain  the  realignment  summary  and  detailed 
data  as  defined  in  Appendix  C  of  AR  5-10  (revision).  The  supporting  data  item¬ 
ized  In  that  same  document  should  be  bound  in  the  second  volume  and  probably 
would  not  need  to  be  forwarded  any  further  than  DM.  These  data  are  useful  to 
staff  proponents  in  ensuring  the  accuracy  of  the  summary  data,  but  they  cei> 
tainly  are  at  a  level  of  detail  that  decision-makers  need  not  inspect  person¬ 
ally.  The  benefit  would,  therefore,  be  in  ease  of  handling  and  in  the  subtle 
realm  of  facilitating  public  relations. 
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TRACKING  SYSTEM 


Paragraph  Page 

1  Purpose  C-l 

2  Background  C-l 

3  Approach  C-2 

4  Ideal  Tracking  System  Attributes  C-3 

5  Current  Tracking  System  C-9 

6  Proposed  System  C-I 7 

Figure 

C-l  Management  Information  Relationships  C-4 

C-2  Realignment  Management  Functions  and  Information  Needs  C-6 

C-3  Realignment  Resource  Summary  Report  C-I I 

C-4  After  Action  Realignment  Report  C-19 


1.  Purpose .  This  annex  presents  the  ESC  study  team’s  assessment  of  the 
current  system  for  tracking  realignment  actions  and  proposes  a  rationale  and 
design  for  a  simplified  and  improved  system. 

2.  Background. 

a.  AR  5-10  states  that  "within  60  days  of  completing  impleraen ta t ion 
of  reportable  actions,  a  one-time  after  action  report  will  be  prepared  and 
submitted  to  UQDA."  For  several  years  prior  to  public'  'on  of  AR  5-10,  the 
after  action  report  served  as  the  Army’s  raechanisr  or  k;ing  actual  events 
to  CSJF  projections  and  documenting  lessons  learned  during  the  process. 
Although  a  formal  format  for  the  after  action  report  was  not  prescribed  by 
HQDA,  the  report  was  required  to  contain  an  analysis  of  actual  versus 
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projected  costs  and  savings.  Among  the  items  that  had  to  be  covered  by  the 
report  were: 


(1)  A  direct  comparison  of  actual  and  estimated  one-time  costs, 
manpower  and  personnel  impacts,  and  savings  by  FY — with  an  explanation  of  the 
reasons  for  differences. 

(2)  The  accomplishments  and  Impacts  from  the  standpoints  of  mis¬ 
sion  effectiveness,  strategic  readiness,  unit  training,  operations,  and  mobi¬ 
lization  implications. 

(3)  A  brief  discussion  of  problems  encountered  and  lessons 
learned  during  implementation. 

(4)  Recommendations  for  avoiding  problems  identified  and  apply¬ 
ing  lessons  learned  to  similar  actions. 

b.  On  10  April  1979,  a  letter  Issued  by  Chief,  Army  Management  Divi¬ 
sion,  Management  Directorate,  provided  guidance  and  tasked  the  proponent  com¬ 
mands  to  submit  an  RRSR  report -i/  Unlike  the  after  action  report,  which  this 
report  eventually  replaced,  the  RRSR  has  a  structured  format  which  requires 
cost  and  savings  comparisons  on  a  quarterly  basis  during  implementation.  At 
the  time  of  this  ESC  study,  a  revised  AR  5-10  is  nearing  publication.  That 
revision  will  officially  replace  the  after  action  report  with  the  RRSR  and 
will  institute  milestone  reporting  rather  than  quarterly  reporting. 

3.  Approach .  ESC  took  a  three-phased  approach  to  developing  an  improved 
realignment  action  tracking  system:  first,  to  fully  understand  the  existing 
report  system;  second,  to  determine  the  utility  of  any  such  system;  and, 
third,  to  adapt  the  existing  system  in  such  a  way  as  to  make  sure  it  fulfills 


its  requirements  without  imposing  any  unnecessary  burdens  on  ins tallat ion , 
MACOM,  or  HQDA  personnel.  Although  this  approach  was  pursued  in  the  sequence 
here  cited,  these  phases  are  discussed  in  a  different  order  for  the  sake  of 
readability  and  relevance. 

4.  Ideal  Tracking  System  Attributes.  Fundamental  principles  of  systems 
analysis  dictate  that  the  initial  step  in  constructing  a  model  (i.e.,  a  track¬ 
ing  system)  is  the  development  of  well-defined  and  obtainable  objectives. 
Given  the  availability  of  data,  the  capability  of  professional  employees,  and 
the  wonders  of  automatic  data  processing;  almost  any  conceivable  tracking  sys¬ 
tem  is  achievable  if  DA  is  wiLLing  to  commit  the  resources  required  to 
develop/isolate  the  input.  This  lack  of  design  limitations  opened  up  the 
options  to  be  considered  and  enabled  a  more  rigorous  weighting  of  utility  and 
resource  factors.  ESC,  therefore,  established  realistic  objectives  and  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  evaluate  the  existing  system  and  to  design  an  improved  system  with 
these  objectives  in  mind.  By  answering  the  question,  "what  benefits  can  be 
expected  to  result  from  use  of  the  tracking  system?”,  a  model  could  be  con¬ 
structed  which  provided  the  necessary  informational  output.  For  example, 
Figure  C-l  shows  the  universal  relationship  among  the  objective,  desired 
information,  and  data  requirements.  ESC*s  concept  for  developing  an  effective 
and  efficient  tracking  system  was  to  adapt  the  general  relationships  and  ques¬ 
tions  arrayed  in  Figure  C-l  to  the  more  specific  tracking  system  that  relates 
to  Army  base  realignment  actions. 

a.  Management  objectives.  The  objectives  of  management  at  all 
levels  of  organizations  involved  in  the  realignment  process  vary  with  the 
activities  and  functions  being  performed.  These  activities  are  listed  in 
Figure  B-2  and  discussed  at  length  in  Annex  B.  The  management  functions  of 


MANAGEMENT  INFORMATION  RELATIONSHIPS 


MANAGEMENT  OBJECTIVES 

*VIhat  management  functions 
are  being  performed? 

*What  types  of  decisions 
will  be  required? 

*What  actions  will  be  taken  I 

based  on  requested  information?  ^  I 

INFORMATION  REQUIREMENTS^ 

*What  type  of  information 
is  required? 

*How  should  the  information 
be  packaged? 

*How  much  is  needed? 

*How  frequently  is  it 

DATA  REQUIREMENT Si/ 

*Are  adequate  data  obtainable? 

*Does  the  accuracy  of  the  data  match 
the  informational  requirements? 

*Uo  the  benefits  derived  from  the 
information  outweigh  the  economics 
of  obtaining  the  data? 

*What  is  the  minimum  amount  of  data 
that  is  required? 


In  his  article,  "Management  Information  Systems,”  printed  in  Handbook 
of  Business  Administration,  Robert  A.  Shiff,  Chairman  of  the  Board,  National 
Record  Management  Council,  explained  the  difference  between  data  and  informa¬ 
tion  as  "Data  are  any  raw  facts  known  or  available.  Information  means  data 
that  have  been  processed,  that  are  up  to  date,  accurate,  timely,  germane,  and 
set  in  the  proper  perspective  to  the  issue  at  hand.  A  decision-maker  wants 
Information,  not  data.  Reports  are  useful  to  him  only  for  their  information 
content •" 


Figure  C-l 


2  / 

planning,  execution,  and  control  are  portrayed  conceptually  in  Figure  C-2 
Those  management  objectives  dealing  with  the  tracking  or  after  action  report¬ 
ing  activity  (control  function)  represent  only  a  narrow  segment  of  the  overall 
realignment  picture,  but  are  the  ones  that  initially  prompted  this  study, 

(1)  DA  and  OSD  have  the  overall  objective  of  making  the  right 
decisions  in  an  environment  of  limited  resources  and  establishing  a  process 
that  fosters  continued  good  decisions-  As  a  part  of  the  second  objective,  DA 
and  OSD  need  feedback  on  decision  implementation,  so  that  they  can  learn  from 
mistakes  and  innovations  and  have  a  basis  for  improving  the  process-  They 
also  want  evidence  of  substantial  savings  realized  so  it  can  be  used  as  public 
relations  information  to  maintain  realized  fiscal  credibility. 

(2)  MACOM  objectives  relating  to  a  tracking  or  after  action 
report  are  similar  to  those  of  DA — to  develop  a  process  that  will  enable 
learning  from  past  experiences.  The  MACOM’ s  objectives  are  also  a  little  more 
extensive  in  that  they  must  collect  the  data  regarding  actual  cost  and  sav¬ 
ings,  array  the  data  for  comparison  with  projections,  interpret  variances,  and 
report  their  findings  to  DA.  Thus,  the  resource  allocation  to  this  function 
is  significantly  greater  than  it  is  for  DA-  and  OSD-level  managers  who  are 
studying  already  prepared  documentation. 

(3)  The  installation’s  objectives  in  tracking  an  implemented 
action  are  similar  to  those  of  the  MACOM  regarding  data  collection  and  inter¬ 
pretation.  More  likely  than  not,  however,  the  installation  will  have  no 
objective  that  includes  learning  from  the  completed  action  to  aid  in  replan¬ 
ning. 

2 J  Figure  C-2  is  based  on  Exhibit  1,  Anatomy  of  Management  Information 
from  the  Sep-Oct  61  HBR  article  "Management  Information  Crisis"  by  D.  Ronald 
Daniel.  It  has  been  modified  to  address  the  base  realignment  process. 
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b.  Information  requirements.  Referring  to  Figures  C-l  and  02 ,  and 
the  management  objectives  discussed  In  subparagraph  4a,  management  objectives 
determine  actual  Information  requirements.  It  Is  not  too  difficult  to  relate 
those  general  information  attributes  cited  in  the  figure  to  the  specific 
information  requirements  that  pertain  to  tracking  base  realignment  actions. 

(1)  OSD  and  DA  obviously  need  planning  type  information  as  input 
to  their  planning  activities.  Attributes  of  planning  information  are:  it 
transcends  organiza tional  lines,  shows  trends  over  long  time  periods,  lacks 
minute  details,  is  future  oriented.  As  such,  OSD  and  DA  need  to  know  if  an 
action  has  been  cost-effective,  operationally  prudent,  and  in  line  with 
national  policies,  laws,  and  interests.  Such  information  should  be  presented 
in  summary  form  and  should  contain  data  that  have  been  processed  into  informa¬ 
tion  that  Incisively  addresses  the  Issues  at  hand.  The  frequency  of  reporting 
should  not  exceed  anticipated  utility.  fleuce,  information  capable  of  influ¬ 
encing  future  actions  has  no  use  until  the  action  has  reached  a  point  where 
the  decision-maker  can  know  for  certain  that  the  decision  was  a  poor  one  or 
has  evidence  that  it  was  the  proper  one. 

(2)  The  MACOM  information  requirements  certainly  are  more  com¬ 
plex  and  detailed  than  those  of  OSD  and  DA.  They  encompass  after  action 
information  to  aid  in  replanning  from  both  the  macro  and  micro  perspectives. 
There  is  also  a  requirement  for  information  to  assist  in  controlling  the 
execution  of  the  plan.  In  this  regard,  there  may  be  some  use  for  weekly  or 
monthly  or  milestone  reports  during  implementation  (in  addition  to  after 
action  summaries)  for  MACOM  study  and  assimilation  into  future  actions.  After 
the  action  is  completed,  MACOMs  need  to  know  how  many  personnel  have  been 
eliminated,  reassigned,  and  added;  how  much  it  cost  to  achieve  the  realignment 


(i.e.,  one-time  costs);  and  if  there  were  any  major  problems  to  be  avoided  in 
the  future. 

(3)  Installation  information  needs  during  the  realignment  are 
very  specific,  voluminous,  and  frequent.  The  information  is  used  to  execute 
the  decision  and  to  control  the  implementation  process.  Because  the  instal¬ 
lation  plays  the  major  role  in  developing  the  implementation  plan,  in  subse¬ 
quently  executing  their  part  of  the  plan,  and  collecting  the  data  for  any 
tracking  or  after  action  reports;  their  data  requirements  are  as  frequent  as 
to  be  (possibly)  daiLy  during  implementation.  Thus,  execution  assisting 
Information  is  not  useful  either  monthly,  quarterly,  or  yearly.  It  must  be 
either  daily,  weekly,  or  milestone  oriented.  Installations  require 
information  to  execute  and  control  activities  rather  than  to  plan  them.  The 
only  time  it  is  realistic  for  installations  to  collect  data  for  their  own 
future  use  is  when  the  installation  being  realigned  retains  some  of  its 
command  identity.  Otherwise,  a  closed  or  consolidated  organization  would  have 
little  use  for  data  portraying  lessons  learned  which  pertain  to  abolished  or 
significantly  altered  installations.  Execution  and  control  information  at 
installation  level  is  more  effectively  transmitted  through  memorandums  and 
telephone  calls  as  required  than  they  are  through  time-dependent  reports. 
Installations  need  to  know  such  facts  as  when  to  do  what,  how  to  do  it,  and 
how  much  it  should  cost.  If  any  of  these  factors  are  out  of  line,  they  either 
resolve  the  problem  or  refer  it  to  the  MACOM  for  decision.  After  the  action 
is  completed,  the  installation's  records  of  the  action  are  probably  more 
informative  to  the  MACOM  and  DA  than  they  are  to  the  installation. 

c.  Data  requirements.  Referring  again  to  Figure  C-l ,  the  informa¬ 


tion  requirements  discussed  above  are  determined  by  management  objectives  and 


limited  by  data  availability.  The  figure  Indicates  that  some  key  expectations 
of  that  data  are  its  availability,  Its  accuracy  and  relevance,  its  cost  of 
development,  and  its  appropriate  quantity.  The  systematic,  accurate,  and 
timely  accumulation  of  actual  realignment  costs  and  savings  data  is  possible. 
The  key  questions  are:  how  much  report  detail  is  appropriate,  and  how  often 
should  the  report  be  submitted?  A  proper  comparison  of  projected  to  actual 
expenditures  requires  the  recalculation  of  realignment  action  economic  data 
based  on  new  input.  Thus,  the  expense  of  this  process  indicates  that  the  less 
frequent  the  reporting,  the  better.  If  the  cost  of  conducting  ongoing 
tracking  calculations  can  be  set  at  something  like  one  man-week  per  quarter 
per  installation  involved  in  the  action,  the  product  or  utility  of  these 
reports  should  be  worth  a  man-month  of  effort  per  year.  The  preceding  dis¬ 
cussions  of  management  activities  and  functions  are  not  very  persuasive  in 
substantiating  the  requirement  for  a  "tracking”  system.  They  more  pointedly 
define  the  need  for  a  one-time,  after  action  report  which  consists  of  summary- 
level  economic  analysis  information. 

r>.  Current  Tracking  System.  The  existing  realignment  tracking  system 
has  been  in  effect  since  April  1979  and  has  been  used  in  only  the  few  actions 
which  came  through  the  study  phase  to  implementation.  It  might  be  analyti¬ 
cally  sufficient  (as  well  as  dramatic)  to  say  that  the  current  tracking  system 
is  too  ambitious,  too  resource  expensive,  and  misdirected.  But,  we  are  taking 
the  more  arduous  route  of  substantiating  this  assertion  before  proposing  a 
replacement  system  which  lends  Itself  more  closely  to  the  management  objec¬ 
tives  and  information  requirements  Identified  in  paragraph  4  of  this  annex. 
The  outline  of  this  analysis  is:  description,  preparation,  experience,  and 
limitations  of  the  existing  tracking  system. 


a.  Description.  The  tracking  system  being  used  now,  as  well  as  the 
one  to  be  reiterated  as  a  result  of  the  impending  revision  of  AR  5-10,  is  a 
two-page  report  prepared  in  the  format  shown  at  Figure  C-3.  This  RRSR  is  pre¬ 
pared  quarterly  by  the  proponent  command  and  submitted  to  DM.  This  four-part 
report  portrays  such  tabular  data  as  savings,  costs,  and  cost  avoidances; 
analysis  of  variance  between  CSJF  projected  data  and  “actual”  expenditure  and 
savings  data;  and  narrative  discussion  of  lessons  learned  and  identification 
of  points  of  contact  for  the  report.  Details  of  interest  are  cited  below. 

(1)  Part  A  of  the  RRSR  contains  tabular  data  divided  into  three 
sections  (manpower  savings,  recurring  costs  and  savings,  and  one-time  costs 
and  cost  avoidances).  Actual  and  estimated  values  are  presented  for  both  the 
current  quarter  and  the  final  action.  The  cost  categories  presented  in  Part  A 
are  identical  to  those  prescribed  for  CSJF  format  in  Section  II,  Figure  C-4  of 
the  1977  version  of  AR  5-10,  but  they  do  not  match  the  format  of  the  revised 
AR. 

(a)  The  current  quarter  columns  are  intended  to  compare 
actual  costs  and  savings  with  phased  CSJF  estimates.  For  each  item,  the  per¬ 
cent  variance  Ls  presented  based  on  a  comparison  of  actual  costs  and  savings 
versus  the  estimate.  Only  variances  greater  than  10  percent  will  need  to  be 
explained . 

(b)  The  final  action  column  is  designed  to  compare  the 
original  CSJF  estimates  with  a  current  estimate.  As  before,  the  percent 
variance  is  based  on  difference  between  the  two  figures,  with  values  greater 
than  10  percent  being  explained. 

(2)  Part  B  of  the  RRSR  is  a  section  set  aside  for  narrative 
explanation  of  the  significant  variances  displayed  in  Part  A. 
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REALIGNMENT  RESOURCE  SUMMARY  REPORT 


Other  (Identify) 

TOTAL  ONE-TIME  COSTS/(COST  AVOIDANCE) 
TOTAL  DOD  COSTS/ (SAVINGS) 


REALIGNMENT  RESOURCE  SUMMARY  REPORT—Coat inued 


(3)  Part  C  is  a  section  for  the  recording  of  problems  encoun¬ 
tered  and  any  valuable  lessons  learned  during  implementation.  AR  5-10  encour¬ 
ages  installation  or  MACOM  preparers  to  make  recommendations  to  the  Array  Staff 
to  assist  in  avoiding  problems  and  applying  lessons  learned  to  similar  future 
actions. 

(4)  Part  D  contains  the  name,  telephone  number,  and  mailing 
address  of  the  point  of  contact  who  can  clarify  narrative  or  verify  data. 

b.  Preparation.  The  preparation  of  these  RRSR  forms  is  done  at 
either  the  installation  or  command  level.  These  quarterly  reports  must  be 
submitted  no  later  than  15  days  following  the  end  of  the  quarter.  Thus, 
either  ail  the  forms  are  submitted  late  or  it  takes  less  than  15  days  to  pre¬ 
pare  the  data.  Interviews  with  individuals  who  have  prepared  the  RRSR  forms 
for  actions  being  implemented  indicate  that  it  takes  no  less  than  3  days  and 
possibly  as  long  as  2  weeks  to  isolate  the  data.  The  variables  in  this  factor 
are  driven  by  the  experience  of  the  preparing  official  (have  they  done  it 
before  and  are  they  familiar  with  the  way  the  CSJF  is  prepared?)  and  by  the 
complexity  of  the  action  (how  many  installations  are  involved,  when  in  the 
quarter  were  expenditures  made,  how  many  military  have  actually  been  reas¬ 
signed?).  Aside  from  these  general  difficulties  with  RRSR  preparation,  there 
are  certain  other  features  that  cause  problems. 

(1)  Although  the  RRSR  requires  quarterly  submission  of  quarterly 
data  and  a  comparison  of  quarterly  actual  with  quarterly  projected,  the  CSJF 
format  does  not  require  quarterly  projections.  Thus,  the  RRSR  preparer  must 
prepare  some  artificial  projection  (straight-line  or  other  technique)  of  quar¬ 
terly  expenditures  and  savings  and  then  compare  this  with  an  actual  quarterly 
cost  and  cost  avoidance  figure.  This  whole  exercise  results  in  recording  of 
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figures  and  comparisons  which  have  no  relevance  to  the  successful  completion 
of  the  action,  plus  (if  the  variance  is  greater  than  10  percent)  providing  an 
explanation  for  this  variance.  Individuals  involved  in  the  action  may  well 
realize  that  they  are  ahead  of  schedule  or  on  schedule  based  on  their 
milestone  phases,  even  though  the  straight-line  estimates  may  make  it  appear 
that  they  are  exceeding  cost  projections  for  that  quarter. 

(2)  The  sources  of  data  for  preparing  the  RRSR  vary  somewhat 
depending  on  the  MACOM — since  they  have  their  own  finance  and  accounting  sys¬ 
tems.  Generally  speaking,  though,  there  are  some  cost  code  numbers  within  the 
Army  Management  Structure  which  designate  expenditures  for  realignments  .-2/ 
There  also  are  important  data  in  manpower  documents,  project  managers1 
reports,  and  other  input  regarding  MCA  costs  and  contractor  services.  The  key 
to  collecting  these  data  is  to  notify  all  finance  and  accounting,  budget  and 
programming  personnel,  as  well  as  manpower  personnel  and  employees  in  the 
MACOM  engineer's  office  that  these  expenditures  are  to  be  flagged  as  they 
occur. 

c.  Experience.  The  experience  gained  through  using  the  RRSR  on  a 
quarterly  basis  during  an  implementation  has  not  been  as  useful  as  might  have 
been  desired  from  such  a  comprehensive  appearing  report.  Much  of  the  expe¬ 
rience  gained  has  actually  been  along  the  lines  of  learning  what  one  does  not 
need  more  than  learning  what  one  does  need.  There  have  actually  been  rela¬ 
tively  few  actions  since  April  1979  which  have  been  Implemented;  and,  thus, 
there  Is  not  an  extensive  backlog  of  data  or  experience  from  which  to  draw. 
Few  individuals  have  been  charged  with  preparing  these  RRSRs.  ESC  analysts 

3/  Specifically,  AR  37-100-79,  Financial  Administration — The  Army  Man¬ 
agement  Structure  (AMS),  lists  ”999”  code  suffixes  for  "Base  Closures?" 
Reduction  In  Force  Actions." 
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contacted  those  who  had  prepared  these  forms  and  interviewed  them  concerning 
their  experience  with  these  forms.  The  concensus  was  that  they  are  not  terri¬ 
bly  difficult  to  complete  as  long  as  one  is  familiar  with  the  CSJF  elements 
initially.  There  is  a  relatively  high  level  of  confidence  in  the  accuracy  of 
the  one-time  costs  and  manpower  data.  The  recurring  costs  and  savings  are  not 
that  difficult  to  calculate,  but  there  is  much  less  confidence  in  their  ‘’accu¬ 
racy."  Some  specific  problems  with  the  RRSR  format  are: 

(1)  The  quarterly  recalculation  of  estimated  end  of  action 
totals.  As  discussed  earlier,  this  is  such  an  artificial  and  academic  exer¬ 
cise  that  it  consumes  valuable  personnel  project  time  without  producing  any¬ 
thing  of  relevance.  Changing  from  quarterly  to  milestone  reporting  should 
produce  more  meaningful  reports  but  will  not  necessarily  make  the  report  more 
useful . 

(2)  Although  the  data  categories  listed  along  the  left  margin 
previously  corresponded  to  the  data  required  in  the  CSJF  document,  this  will 
no  longer  be  the  case  once  the  AR  is  revised.  Thus,  those  completing  the  RRSR 
will  have  more  difficulty  recalculating  the  revised  estimates  because  there  is 
a  basic  mismatch  between  the  initial  CSJF  projection  and  the  RRSR  format. 

(3)  There  were  no  instructions  in  AR  5-10  to  explain  how  to  com¬ 
plete  the  RRSR  form.  This  is  a  significant  problem  whenever  a  new  employee 
must  prepare  the  form  or  whenever  the  action  is  very  complex.  Several  pre¬ 
parers  complained  about  the  quarterly  comparison  task  and  said  they  had  no 
confidence  that  they  were  doing  it  correctly. 

d.  Limitations.  On  the  surface,  it  appears  that  the  RRSR  is  a  com¬ 
prehensive  summary  report  that  should  be  of  use  to  several  people.  After 
extensive  inquiry  as  to  how  these  reports  have  been  used  since  their 
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initiation,  it  seems  that  their  major  significance  is  as  a  historical  and 
public  relations,  and  upward  communication  document.  Some  major  reasons  that 
this  tracking  mechanism  has  not  proven  as  useful  as  some  might  have  wished 
are: 

(1)  The  reports  contained  no  significant  milestone  information 
and  hence  anyone  reviewing  the  raw  data  has  no  sense  for  where  the  project 
Is — in  relation  to  where  It  was  expected  or  planned  to  be.  This  picture  was 
clouded  even  more  by  the  quarterly  report  requirement  which  gives  the  impres¬ 
sion  that  projections  were  phased,  when  in  fact  they  were  not.  The  impending 
AK  revisions  will  resolve  this  shortcoming. 

(2)  The  installation  and  MACOM  personnel  who  develop  these 
reports  now  staff  than  through  the  appropriate  command  and  then  forward  them 
to  DM.  Under  the  revised  AH,  they  will  be  forwarded  to  COA.  This  will  pro¬ 
vide  an  internal  mechanism  for  adjusting  actions  as  a  result  of  the  informa¬ 
tion. 

(3)  Implementation  cadres  and  the  command  hierarchy  adjust  their 
resource  allocations  and  their  project  timing  to  accommodate  new  information 
and  problems  with  meeting  milestones  stated  in  the  implementation  plan  or 
LGl.  They  certainly  do  not  suspend  action  pending  any  time-dependent  report¬ 
ing  mechanism  or  cannot  delay  actions/decisions  during  the  lag  time  between 
milestone  completion  and  report  preparation. 

(4)  HQDA  policy  decisions,  resource  allocation  decisions,  and 
strategy  formulation  will  not  be  Influenced  by  any  Interim  reporting  mech¬ 
anism.  The  data  of  significance  to  HQDA  and  OSD  are  the  initial  cost- 
effectiveness  picture  and  the  operational  efficiency  impact.  Their  role  in 
realignments  is  not  one  of  controlling  or  executing.  The  after  action  picture 


may  give  them  insights  into  future  policy  or  resource  decisions  and  certainly 
will  provide  some  historical  documentation  of  project  impact. 

(5)  The  inherent  inability  of  any  report  or  research  technique 
to  accurately  quantify  recurring  costs  and  cost  avoidances  severely  limits  the 
utility  of  preparing  such  documents.  Because  these  reports  can  only  produce 
revised  estimates,  It  is  unwise  to  put  too  much  stock  in  their  content.  It  is 
analytically  more  correct  to  stand  by  the  position  of  developing  a  thorough 
and  honest  realignment  projection  than  it  is  to  develop  a  tracking  or  after 
action  mechanism  which  records  deviations  from  the  projection  and  consequently 
puts  the  preparing  MACOM  on  the  defensive  regarding  events,  decisions,  and 
dynamics  outside  their  power  to  influence. 

6.  Proposed  System.  ESC  proposes  a  significant  revision  of  the  way  DA 
handles  tracking  of  realignment  actions.  The  proposal  involves  abandoning  the 
concept  of  " tracking •'*  ESC  proposes  that  DA  adopt  a  system  of  after  action 
reports  similar  in  content  to  the  CSJF  projections  which  influenced  the  deci¬ 
sions  •!/  The  study  team  is  strongly  persuaded  that  report  utility,  report 
preparation  costs,  and  a  more  realistic  perspective  toward  data  accuracy  indi¬ 
cate  that  less  reporting  is  completely  in  line  with  requirements.  Having  used 
the  RRSR  format  for  2  years  now,  DM  should  be  amply  reassured  that  the  CSJF 
process  generally  produces  extremely  accurate  projections.  Major  variations 
from  projections  are  generally  due  to  circumstances  unfolding  well  after  the 
CSJF  preparation  and  outside  the  control  of  the  MACOM  or  DA  Staff.  The  RRSR 

4/  In  a  telephone  interview,  Mr.  Joe  Kelly,  GAO,  Procurement,  Logistics, 
and  Readiness  Division,  Facilities  Acquisition  and  Management,  told  an  ESC 
team  member  that  he  and  GAO  policy  oppose  tracking  of  realignment  actions.  He 
stressed  the  futility  of  the  exercise  and  emphasized  the  need  to  develop  an 
accurate,  honest  CSJF,  to  implement  it,  and  to  go  on  from  there.  He  indicated 
GAO  opposes  proliferation  of  reports. 


has,  therefore,  served  a  useful  purpose  la  validating  the  CSJF  process.  To 
perpetuate  the  RRSR  requirement,  however,  would  be  to  attribute  more  utility 
to  it  than  is  possible  or  wise.  The  following  approach  to  realignment  “track¬ 
ing"  is  suggested. 

a.  Discontinue  preparation  of  and  requirement  for  the  RRSR. 

b.  Replace  this  report  with  a  one-time,  after  action  report  which 
corresponds  with  the  CSJF  projections  which  justified  the  realignment/ closure . 

c.  Require  that  MACOMs  collect  the  data  as  the  action  occurs,  but 
not  require  submission  until  the  action  is  complete.  A R  5-10  should  include 
instructions  for  completing  the  after  action  report  and  should  include  a  copy 
of  the  format.  If  MCA  is  outstanding  once  personnel  are  relocated  and  mis¬ 
sions  transferred  or  redistributed,  this  should  be  considered  a  complete 
action.  The  report  should  be  developed  at  this  point  and  submitted  as 
"interim  pending  MCA  completion." 

d.  DA  and  OSD  should  rely  on  telephone  inquiry  or  written  informa¬ 
tion  requests  for  details  on  project  status  whenever  they  have  a  specific  need 
for  it.  This  policy  is  prudent  because  it  acknowledges  that  even  if  DA  had 
received  a  quarterly  report,  they  would  still  have  wanted  to  know  the  spe¬ 
cifics  of  project  status  with  regard  to  milestones  accomplished  and  problems 
encountered. 

e.  The  after  action  report  format  shown  in  Figure  C-4  should  be 
adopted.  Based  on  the  management  objectives  arrayed  in  Figure  C-2  and  the 
information  requirements  which  supplement  these  objectives,  there  is  no 
requirement  for  a  more  frequent  or  more  detailed  submission. 

f.  Dispense  with  both  quarterly  and  milestone  reporting  require¬ 
ments.  This  would  be  in  line  with  DM’s  role  in  management  information  systems 
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AFTER  ACTION  REALIGNMENT  REPORT 


ACTION  _ 

CSJF  NO*  _ 

A.  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ACTION. 


B.  BENEFITS /IMPACTS  ESTIMATED  ACTUAL 

1.  Personnel 

a.  Dislocated 

b.  Transferred 
c*  Eliminated 

2.  One-time  Costs 

a.  Construction 

b.  Nonconstruction 

c.  Total 

3.  Construction  Cost  Avoidance 

4.  Annual  Recurring  Savings 

5.  Noncosts  Benefits 

(Figure  C-4  Continued  on 
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UNCLASSIFIED 


ARMY  ENGINEER  STUDIES  CENTER  WASHINGTON  DC 
ARMY  BASE  REALIGNMENT  METHODOLOGY.  VOLUME  I.(U> 
AUG  SI  J  M  DAVIS.  L  A  LANG.  L  W  WRIGHT 
R-81-12-VOL-1 


AFTER  ACTION  REALIGNMENT  REPORT—Continued 


ACTION  _ 

CSJF  NO.  _ 

C.  DISCUSSION  OF  DEVIATIONS. 

1.  Benefits/Impacts. 


2.  Milestone  Schedule. 


D.  LESSONS  LEARNED. 


E.  POINTS  OF  CONTACT. 


(Figure  C-4  Continued  on  Next  Page) 
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and  in  exercising  control  over  report  proliferation.  The  result  would  be  to 
significantly  reduce  the  number  of  reports  to  prepare  without  losing  capabil¬ 
ity  or  implementation  insights. 
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DACS-DMA 

SUBJECT:  Request  for  Analytic  Support  on  Base  Realignments 


Chief  of  Engineers 
Department  of  the  Army 
Pulaski  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20311* 


1.  Purpose.  To  request  that  the  Engineer  Studies  Center  (ESC)  provide 
analytical  support  on  behalf  of  the  Management  Directorate,  OCSA  (DACS- 
DMA).  Specifically,  request  that  a  study  be  initiated  which  will  review 
the  procedures  used  to  estimate  and  monitor  costs/savings  associated  with 
base  realignments.  The  final  product  should  provide  the  Army  with  a 
system  designed  to  track/monitor  the  execution  phase  of  base  realignment 
actions  and  insure  that  anticipated  savings  are  achieved,  or  identify 
reasons  for  shortfalls. 

2.  Background.  The  Army  base  realignment  process  is  under  constant 
procedural  review.  Although  the  methodology  currently  used  to  estimate 
costs/savings  is  reasonably  good,  some  areas  such  as  socioeconomic, 
environmental,  and  housing  costs  need  more  study.  Similarly,  the  Army 
does  not  have  an  adequate  management  control  system  that  monitors/tracks 
actual  costs/savings  once  a  realignment  action  is  executed.  The  Army 
requires  assurance  that  expected  savings  are  being  realized  and  that 
optimal  decisions  are  being  made. 

3-  Study  Scope.  The  proposed  study  should  investigate  the  methodology 
used  to  generate  base  realignment  costs/savings  and  review  the  process  (or 
system)  used  to  track  actual  costs/savings.  As  a  minimum,  the  study 
should: 


a.  Perform  research  on  recently  completed  base  realignment  actions. 
This  material  will  provide  up-to-date  reference  sources  needed  to  identify 
key  aspects  of  the  realignment  actions.  The  research  should  consider 
existing  factors  while  addressing  the  impacts  of  community  relations, 
civilian  workforce  (directly  or  indirectly  affected),  environment,  energy, 
and  other  factors  as  deemed  appropriate.  The  goal  is  to  recommend  improve¬ 
ments  to  the  methodology  for  projecting  costs/savings  resulting  from  base 
realignments. 
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DACS-DMA 

SUBJECT:  Request  fcr  Analytic  Support  on  Base  Realignments 

b,  Recommend  a  reporting  system  that  will  permit  better  control  for 
managing  cost  implications  during  the  realignment  execution  phase.  This 
system  should  be  developed  so  that  it  can  monitor  actual  costs/savings 
over  the  anticipated  implementation  period.  The  new  system  should,  where 
possible,  simplify  data  requirements,  report  formats,  summary  tables, 
etc.  for  both  estimated  and  actual  costs/savings. 

4.  Study  Administration. 

a.  Recommend  the  study  begin  August  1980. 

b.  LTC  Stacy  Reeves,  tel  694-4160,  will  be  the  DACS-DMA  point  of 
contact. 


c.  A  Study  Advisory  Group  (SAG)  with  appropriate  representatives  will 
be  established. 

d.  Request  ESC  submit  a  detailed  study  plan  within  45  days  after 
receipt  of  tasking  statement.  This  plan  can  serve  as  the  basis  for  the 
detailed  scope  of  study  and  ARSTAF  expectations  for  the  final  product. 

The  first  In-Process  Review  (IPR)  with  the  SAG  would  be  appropriate  at 
that  time?. 

e.  The  study  should  be  completed  within  9  months  after  the  study  plan 
is  submitted.  IPR's  will  be  held  at  two  month  intervals. 

f.  As  a  result  of  preliminary  discussions,  it  is  understood  that  ESC 
can  accommodate  this  study  according  to  the  above  guidelines. 


Major  General,  GS 
Director  of  Management 
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_  _ ,  Rea  1 1  guinea  t _ of  Aviation  Aft  ivt ties  at  Hunter  AAF/Fort  S tewart  Com¬ 
plex.  DAS  Form  28  and  Tabs  A-C .  Washington,  D.  C. ,  12  July  1972. 

Department  of  the  Army,  Third  United  States  Army  Command,  Consolidation  of  US 
Army  Aviation  Training  at  Fort  Rucker.  Message  to  Commander,  Continental  Army 
Command.  Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  11  May  1973. 


Department  of  the  Army,  Third  United  States  Army  Command,  Consolidation  of  US 
Army  Aviation  Training  at  Fort  Rucker.  Message  to  Commander,  Continental  Army 
Command.  Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  22  May  1973. 

Department,  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Audit  Agency,  deaf  quarters ,  Report 
of  Audit — Project  Viable  Computer  Workload  Reqn i rement s — US  Army  Computer 
Systems  Command,  F art  Relovlr,  Virginia.  Washington,  i).  0.,  b  February  1980. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Audit  Agency,  Southern  District, 
Relocation  of  the  U.S.  Army  Military  Police  (MP)  School,  .Audit  Report  No.  SO 
7 5-73  5 .  IGA~S0D,  Letter  to  Headquarters,  Department  of  the  Army.  Atlanta, 
Georgia,  20  March  1975. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Audit  Agency,  TKADOC  Area  Office, 
East  Central  District,  Audit  of  Case  Study  Justification  Folder  Signal  School 
Phase  If  Revision  Dated  20  December  1974,  EC75-2IS.  Letter  to  Commander,  US 
Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command  with  2  Inc  Insures.  Fort  Monroe,  Virginia, 
20  February  1975. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Aviation  Center,  Consolidate  All 
Army  Aviation  Training  Now  Being  Conducted  at  Fort  Wolters  and  Hunter  AAF  at 
Fort  Rucker,  Alabama.  Case  Study  and  Justification  Folder.  Fort  Rucker, 
Alabama,  November  1972. 

_ _ ,  Designation  of  Liaison  Officer  for  Economic  Adjust nent  for  Instal¬ 
lations  Affected  by  POD  Realignment  Actions.  Message  to  Office  of  the  Deputy 
Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics.  Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  31  May  1973. 

_ ,  Transfer  of  Installed  (Personal)  Property.  Message  to  Commander, 

US  Array  Training  and  Doctrine  Command.  Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  October  1973. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Aviation  Center,  United  States  Army 
Aviation  School,  After  Action  Report  Consolidation  of  Aviation  Training  at 
Fort  Rucker,  Alabama.  Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  20  February  1974. 

_ ,  Consol Idat Ion  of  Aviation  Flight  Training*  Message  to  Commander, 

Continental  Army  Command.  Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  15  May  1973. 

_ ,  Personnel  Requirements  for  Consolidation.  Message  to  Commander, 

US  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command.  Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  q  July  1973. 

_ ,  Quarterly  Situation  Report,  Consolidation  of  Aviation  Training. 

Message  to  Commander,  Continental  Army  Command.  Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  18  June 
197  3. 

___  _ ,  Quarterly  Situation  Report,  Consol  Idat  ion  of  Aviation  Training. 

Message  to  Commander,  US  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command.  Fort  Rucker, 

Alabama,  July  1973. 

_ ,  Quarterly  Situation  Report,  Consolidation  of  Aviation  Training. 

Message  to  Commander,  US  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command.  Fort  Rucker, 

Alabama,  October  1973. 


Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Array  Aviation  Center,  United  States  Army 
Aviation  School,  Quarterly  Situation  Report,  Consolidation  of  Aviation 
Training .  Message  to  Commander,  US  Array  Training  and  Doctrine  Command.  Fort 
Rucker,  Alabama,  January  1974. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Chief  of 
Engineers,  Request  for  Analytic  Assistance  on  Base  Realignment.  1st  Indorse¬ 
ment  to  7  August  1980  Letter  from  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Staff,  Army.  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.  C.,  20  August  1980. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Array  Corps  of  Engineers,  Office  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  Construction  Engineering  Research  Laboratory,  EXIS  Serves 
Artny/Air  Force  Planners.  Volume  7,  No.  4.  Champaign,  Illinois,  September 
1980. 


_ ,  Modification  and  Extension  of  the  Environmental  Technical  Informa¬ 
tion  System  (ETIS)  for  the  Air  Force.  Technical  Report  N-81  by  R.  D.  Webster, 
et  al.  Champaign,  Illinois,  December  1979. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Array  Corps  of  Engineers,  Office  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army  Engineer  Studies  Center,  Army  Director 
of  Managements  Request  for  ESC  Assistance.  DF  Comment  1  to  Chief  of 
Engineers.  Washington,  D*  C.,  6  August  1980. 

_ ,  Corps  Mobilization  Capabilities,  Requirements,  and  Planning. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  1980. 

_ _ ,  Corps  Mobilization  Posture.  Washington,  D.  C.,  February  1980. 

_ ,  Mobilization  Environments .  Washington,  D.  C.,  November  1979. 

_ ,  Study  Plan  for  Army  Base  Realignment  Methodologies .  Washington, 

D.  C.,  November  1980. 

_ ,  PH0NEC0N  between  Mr.  Joe  Kelley,  General  Accounting  Office,  Pro¬ 
curement,  Logistics  and  Readiness  Division,  Facilities  Acquisition  and  Manage¬ 
ment  Branch  and  Ms.  Jill  Davis,  Engineer  Studies  Center  Team,  subject: 
Realignment  Studies  and  Tracking  Systems.  Washington,  D.  C.,  March  1981. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Array  Criminal  Investigation  Command, 

Director,  Operations  Directorate,  Request  for  Criminal  Threat  Estimate.  CI0P- 
GCP-B,  Litter  to  Commander,  US  Forces  Command  with  2  Inclosures.  Falls 

Church,  Virginia,  11  December  1979. 

Department  of  the  Array,  United  States  Army  Forces  Command  (formerly  US  Conti¬ 
nental  Army  Command),  XVIII  Airborne  Corps  and  Fort  Bragg,  Headquarters,  Fort 
Bragg  HAWK  Stationing  Plan.  Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  29  March  1978. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Forces  Command,  XVIII  Airborne 

Corps  and  Fort  Bragg,  Headquarters,  Chief  of  Staff,  HAWK  Training  Support 
Plan.  AFZA-DPT-AD,  Letter  to  Multiple  Distribution  with  I  Inclosure.  Fort 
North  Carolina,  7  June  1978. 
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Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Forces  Command ,  Headquarters, 
Abbreviated  Case  Study  and  Just t f lea t Ion  Folder  and  Knv i ronmenta 1  Impact  for 
Realignment  FORSCOM  ADA  Assets.  CSJF  ^  108 .  Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  April 
T97T. 

_ ,  After  Action  Report  ADA  Realignment  (RCS  Exempt).  AFOP-FSS,  Let¬ 
ter  to  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Staff,  Army,  Management  Directorate  and  Office 
of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Operations  and  Plans,  Operations  and  Readi¬ 
ness  Directorate.  Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  Undated. 

_ ,  Alaska .  AFCO-17  Forms,  Request  for  Funding  Adjustment.  Fort 

McPherson,  Georgia,  17  August  and  30  October  1979. 

,  HQ,  FORSCOM  Comments  Based  on  Review  of  Draft  AR  5-10.  Fort 
McPherson,  Georgia,  Undated. 

,  Hunter  Army  Airfield,  Georgia.  Case  Study  and  Justification 
Folder.  Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  10  January  1973. 

_ ,  Letter  of  Instruction  (LOI)  for  Realignment  FORSCOM  ADA  Assets. 

AFOP-FSS,  Letter  to  Multiple  Distribution  with  14  Inclosures.  Fort  McPherson, 
Georgia,  7  March  1979. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Forces  Command,  Headquarters, 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Comptroller,  FORSCOM  Command  Operating  Program,  Vol  II, 
Detailed  Guidance  (FAPAB).  Microflch  copies  of  reports  for  Homestead  AFB, 
Fort  Bragg,  and  Fort  Bliss  for  period  4  June  1976  to  11  December  1978.  Fort 
McPherson,  Georgia. 

_ ,  FORSCOM  Cost  Factor  Handbook.  Volume  I — Cost  Factors.  Fort 

McPherson,  Georgia,  January  1981. 

,  Homestead  OMA  and  PUMA  Funds  Transfer.  Memorandum  for  Record. 
Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  17  July  1979. 

_ ,  Inactivation  of  31st  ADA  Brigade.  DF,  Comment  1.  Fort  McPherson, 

Georgia,  26  July  1979. 

_ ,  Information  Paper.  Informal  reports  by  CPT  S.  Pecht.  Fort 

McPherson,  Georgia,  June-October  1979. 

_ ,  31st  ADA  Bde  Inactivation  ES  Display  FY  80.  Memorandum  for 

Record.  Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  19  July  1979. 

_ ,  31st  ADA  Bde  Trip  Report.  AFCO-PBB,  Memorandum  for  Record.  Fort 

McPherson,  Georgia,  6  August  1979. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Array  Forces  Command,  Headquarters, 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Comptroller,  Budget  Analysis,  Security  Cost  Funding  for 
Vacated  ADA  Sites.  Message  to  Commander,  172d  Infantry  Brigade  (Alaska). 
Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  27  November  1979. 


Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Forces  Command,  Headquarters, 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Comptroller,  Program  and  Budget,  31st  ADA  Brigade. 
Realignment  Resource  Summary  Report.  Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  6  August  1979. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Forces  Command,  Headquarters, 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Operations  and  Plans,  Force  Structuring  and 
Stationing  Branch,  ADA  Realignment.  AFOP-FSS,  Memorandum  for  Record.  Fort 
McPherson,  Georgia,  20  September  1979. 

_ ,  After  Action  Report,  ADA  Realignment.  AFOP-FSS,  DF,  Comment  1. 

Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  10  October  1979. 

_ ,  F0RSC0M  ADA  Realignment.  Realignment  Resource  Summary  Report. 

Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  28  August  1979. 

_ ,  Manpower  Spaces  HSC  in  Support  of  ADA  Realignment.  Memorandum  for 

Record.  Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  20  August  1979. 

,  Request  for  Contracting  Authority.  Memorandum  for  Record.  Fort 
McPherson,  Georgia,  31  October  1979, 

_ ,  Review  of  Contract  Guard  Specifications.  Memorandum  for  Record. 

Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  20  November  1979. 

_ ,  Review  of  Contract  Guard  Specifications.  AFOP-FSS,  Letter  to  Com¬ 
mander,  172d  Infantry  Brigade  (Alaska).  Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  21  November 
1979. 

_ ,  Security  Costs  for  Vacated  ADA  Sites  in  Alaska  and  Florida.  AFOP- 

FSS,  DF,  Comment  2.  Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  11  September  1979. 

_ ,  Standing  Operating  Procedure  (SOP)  Documentat ion  and  Audit  Trail. 

Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  30  June  1978. 

Department  of  the  Array,  United  States  Array  Forces  Command,  Headquarters, 
Engineer,  Command  Excess  Report  for  Installation  Numbers  12010  and  12180. 
AFEN-CDR,  Letter  to  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  Directorate  of  Real 
Estate.  Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  16  August  1979. 

,  Command  Excess  Report  for  Installation  Numbers  12150^  12164^ 

12170,  T2l90,  12195,  and  12205.  AFEN-CDR,  Letter  to  Office  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  Directorate  of  Real  Estate.  Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  8  August 
1979. 


_ ,  Report  of  Excess  -  NIKE  Sites  Point  "A"  Battery,  and  Bay  "C1*  Bat¬ 
tery,  Fort  Richardson,  Alaska.  Letter  to  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
Directorate  of  Real  Estate.  Fort  McPherson,  Georgia,  24  August  1979. 

Department  of  the  Array,  United  States  Array  Forces  Command,  172d  Infantry  Bri¬ 
gade  (Alaska),  Headquarters,  l/43d  ADA  Bn/524th  Ord  Co  Inactivation  Savings 
for  FY  80/Caretaker  Costs  for  FY  80.  Fort  Richardson,  Alaska,  4  August  1979. 


Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Forces  Command,  172d  Infantry  Bri¬ 
gade  (Alaska),  Headquarters,  1st  Battalion,  43rd  Air  Defense  Artillery, 

Inactivation  Budget  Estimate  -  One  Time  Costs/Savings'.  AFZT-CG,  Letter  to 
Commander,  FORSCOM.  Fort  Richardson,  Alaska,  L2  June  1 970. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Forces  Command,  Hst  Air  Defense 
Artillery  Brigade,  Headquarters,  Commander,  Letter  of  Instruction  (LOI)  for 
Guidelines  and  Procedures  for  US  Army  Personnel  After  l  August  1979  at  USNAS, 
Key  West,  Florida.  AFVH-SCP-0,  Letter  to  Multiple  Distribution.  Homestead 
Air  Force  Base,  Florida,  25  July  1979. 

_ _ ,  Letter  of  Instruction  (LOL)  for  Realignment  of  the  31st  ADA  Bri¬ 
gade  .  AFVH-SCP-0,  Letter  to  Multiple  Distribution  with  12  Inclosures. 
Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Florida,  10  April  1979. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Array  Forces  Command,  Headquarters  and 
United  States  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command,  Headquarters,  jointly, 

CONCISE  Case  Study  Justification  Folder,  MP  School  #166.  Fort  McPherson, 
Georgia  and  Fort  Monroe,  Virginia,  8  February  1974. 

Department  of  the  Array,  United  States  Army  Materiel  Development  and  Readiness 
Command  (formerly  US  Army  Materiel  Command),  Headquarters,  AMC  CONCISE  Pro- 
gram.  Message  to  Commander,  Pueblo  Array  Depot.  Alexandria,  Virginia,  9  Octo¬ 
ber  1975. 

_ ,  AMC  CONCISE  Program.  Message  to  Commander,  Pueblo  Army  Depot. 

Alexandria,  Virginia,  10  October  1975. 

_ ,  AMC  Regulation  No.  2  10-18,  Consolidations,  Realignments,  Reduc¬ 
tions,  and  Closures  Milestone  Reports.  Alexandria,  Virginia,  21  November  1973 
with  Change  1  dated  15  May  1974. 

_ ,  Approved  Implementation  Plan  for  the  Reduction  of  Pueblo  Army 

Depot .  Pueblo  Army  Depot,  Colorado,  March  1975. 

_ ,  Manpower  Analysis  Pueblo  Army  Depot  Alternative*  Worksheet. 

Alexandria,  Virginia,  November  1974. 

_ ,  Project  CONCISE,  The  Logistics  Base,  Pueblo  Army  Depot,  Pueblo, 

Colorado  (PUAD-ALT).  Washington,  D.  C.,  September  1974. 

_ ,  Revised  Supply  Distribution  Plan.  Alexandria,  Virginia,  Date 

Unknown . 

_ ,  US  District  Court  Dismisses  Pueblo  Realignment  Lawsuit.  Memoran¬ 
dum  for  Deputy  Commanding  General  of  US  Army  Materiel  Development  and 
Readiness  Command.  Alexandria,  Virginia,  18  May  1975. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Array  Materiel  Development  and  Readiness 
Command,  Headquarters ,  Office  of  the  Comptroller,  Budget  Office,  FY  76  Costs 
Related  to  CONCISE.  OF  to  Multiple  Distribution.  Alexandria,  Virginia, 
22  October  1975.  ” 
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Department  of  the  Array,  United  States  Array  Materiel  Development  and  Readiness 
Command,  Tooele  Army  Depot,  Project  CONCISE*  Letter  to  Commander,  US  Army 
Materiel  Development  and  Readiness  Command.  Tooele  Army  Depot,  Tooele,  Utah, 
9  March  1978. 


Department  of  the  Array,  United  States  Army  Materiel  Development  and  Readiness 
Command,  United  States  Army  Depot  System  Command,  Army  Industrial  Fund  Branch, 
Army  Industrial  Fund  Costs  by  Elements  of  Expense  and  Personnel  Strength  Data* 
Information  Sheets  for  Pueblo  Army  Depot  and  Tooele  Army  Depot.  Alexandria, 
Virginia,  1975-1976. 

_ ,  CONCISE  Costs  1  Oct  76-30  Nov  76.  Alexandria,  Virginia,  22  Decem¬ 


ber  1976. 


> 

CONCISE 

Costs 

1 

Oct 

76-31 

Dec 

76. 

uary 

1977. 

> 

CONCISE 

Costs 

1 

Oct 

76-31 

Jan 

77. 

ruary 

1977, 

» 

CONCISE 

Costs 

1 

Oct 

7b-30 

Jun 

77. 

1977. 

> 

CONCISE 

Costs 

1_ 

Oct 

7b-3l 

Aug 

77. 

teraber  1977 

• 

> 

CONCISE 

Costs 

_L_ 

Oct 

77-30 

Nov 

77. 

ber  1977. 

» 

CONCISE 

Costs 

1 

Oct 

7  7-31 

Dec 

77. 

Alexan  !r  ia 


Alexandria 

Alexandria 

Alexandria 

Alexandria , 

Alexandria , 


,  Virginia,  19  Jan- 


,  Virginia,  17  Feb- 


,  Virginia,  2  August 


,  Virginia,  16  Sep- 


Virginia,  20  Decem- 


Virginia,  23  Febru¬ 


ary  1978. 


,  CONCISE 

Costs 

1  Oct  77-31  Mar  78 

.  Alexandria,  Virginia, 

5  May 

1978 . 

,  CONCISE 

Costs 

1  Oct  77-30  Apr  78. 

Alexandria,  Virginia, 

17  May 

1978. 

,  CONCISE 

Costs  I 

Oct  77-31  May  78. 

Alexandria,  Virginia, 

12  June 

1978. 

,  CONCISE 

Costs  I 

Oct  77-30  Jun  78. 

Alexandria,  Virginia, 

21  JuLy 

1978. 

,  CONCISE 

Costs  1 

Oct  77-31  Jul  78. 

Alexandria,  Virginia,  15 

August 

1978. 

Department  of  the  Array,  United  States  Army  Signal  Center  and  Fort  Gordon, 
Headquarters,  Audit  Trail  on  Completed  Realignment  Actions.  ATZHFE-E,  Letter 
to  US  Army  Engineer  Studies  Center.  Fort  Gordon,  Georgia,  13  February  1981. 
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Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command,  ^ort 
Rucker  Historical  Supplement — 1973.  Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  Date  Unknown. 


_ ,  Fort  Rucker  Historical  Supplement — 1974.  Fort  Rucker,  Alabama, 

Date  Unknown. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command, 

Assistant  Adjutant  General,  Pet  ter  of  I  ns t rue t ion,  Kngineer  Training 
Consolidation  -  Feasibility  Study.  ATCS-CSPG,  Letter  to  Multiple  Distribu¬ 
tion.  Fort  Monroe,  Virginia,  9  July  1980. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command, 

CONCISE  Special  Planning  Group,  Cost  to  Develop  CSJF  (44  WtCS  W/KIS).  Informal 
Information  Paper.  Fort  Monroe,  Virginia,  March  1981. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command, 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Resource  Management,  CSFOR-78 .  Reports  for  Fort  Gordon 
and  Fort  McClellan,  1971-75  and  Fort  Uoltersf  1974. 

,  TR AD PC  Resource  Factor  Handbook*  ATRM-RA,  Letter  to  Multiple  Dis¬ 
tribution.  Fort  Monroe,  Virginia,  February  197b  and  7  December  1979. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command, 

Headquarters,  Budget  Manpower  Guidance,  Listing  of  FY  81  Allocations  as  of  30 
Sep  81 .  Fort  Monroe,  Virginia,  26  March  1980. 

_ ,  CONCISE  Case  Study  Justification  Folder,  Signal  School,  Phase  11, 

Revision.  Fort  Monroe,  Virginia,  20  December  1974. 

,  Environmental  Program  Guidebook.  Fort  Monroe,  Virginia,  21  July 

1980. 

_ ,  Envl ronmenta 1  Quality,  Environmental  Protection  and  Enhancement . 

TRADOC  Supplement  l  to  AR  200-1.  Forl~  Monroe,  Virginia,  2b  February  1979. 

_ _ _ ,  FY  81  Budget  Manpower  Guidance,  Allocations  Adjustments  Between 

Dates  01  Oct  77  and  30  Sep  8i.  Fort  Monroe,  Virginia,  2b  March  1980. 

_ ,  G uldellnes  fo r  Preparing  and  Submitting  Pt i hi ic  Notice  of  Finding 

of  No  Significant  Impact  on  the  Environment  (FNS1).  ATEN- FI- -NR,  Letter  to 
Multiple  Dis t r (but  Ion.  Fore  Monroe,  Virginia,  15  April  19S0. 

_ ,  TRADOC  Standing  Operating  Procedures  (SOP)  for  Base  Realignment 

I mpiementat ion.  Fort  Monroe,  Virginia,  10  October  1979. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command, 
United  States  Army  Military  Police  School,  After  Action  Report,  United  States 
\rmy  Military  Police  School  Relocation  from  Fort  Gordon,  Georgia  to  Fort 
"McClellan,  Alabama,  30  June  1974  to  31  August  1975.  RCS  ATTS-(0T)-i 7 .  k37T 
McClellan,  Georgia,  Undated. 
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Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command, 

United  States  Army  School  and  Training  Center,  Relocation  of  Military  Police 
Community  to  Ft  McClellan.  Message  to  Commander,  US  Army  Training  and" 
Doctrine  Command,  Fort  McClellan,  Alabama,  16  July  1973. 

_ ,  Relocation  of  Military  Police  Commun lty  to  Ft  McClellan.  Message 

to  Commander,  US  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command.  Fort  McClellan,  Alabama, 
II  July  1974. 

Department  of  the  Army,  United  States  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command, 

United  States  Array  Signal  School,  After  Action  Report  Signal  Realignment,  Fort 

Monmouth  to  Fort  Gordon.  Fort  Cordon,  Georgia,  1976. 

_ _ ,  Signal  Realignment  Master  Plan-Phase  II.  Fort  Gordon,  Georgia, 

16  December  1974. 

Department  of  the  Array,  United  States  Array  Training  and  Doctrine  Command, 

United  States  Army  War  College,  Army  Command  and  Management:  Theory  and 
Practice — A  Reference  Text  for  Department  of  Command  and  Management.  Carlisle 
Barracks,  Pennsylvania,  1977-1978. 

Department  of  the  Navy,  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  NAVFAC  P-442, 
Economic  Analysis  Handbook.  Washington,  D.  C.,  July  1980. 

"GAO  Chief  Tells  the  Pentagon  of  15  Areas  Where  It  Can  Save,"  Washington  Post. 
3  March  1981. 
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